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Reason or Revelation? 
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Ill 

There are more rationalists in the churches than go by that 
name. While the rationalists openly proclaim the sola ratio, the 
rule of natural reason, others market their wares under an alias. 
When the experience-theologians operate with the “enlightened 
reason” and the Roman Catholics make the church, or the Pope, 
their authority, they make natural reason a source and norm, 
the source and norm of theology. But that does not tell the whole 
story. Even among those who loudly proclaim the sola Scriptura 
there are many who have come under the sway of rationalism. 
We are not surprised when men who find it necessary to set up 
other authorities beside Scripture — Scripture and “enlightened” 
reason, Scripture and the Pope—are doing the work of the 
rationalists. They are not satisfied with Scripture because their 
natural, carnal reason is not satisfied with Scripture. As often 
as a man tells us that he needs additional authorities, he tells us 
that he is a rationalist. But we do not expect to find rationalists 
among those who assure us that Scripture is the only and the 
sufficient source of theology. This, however, is the sad situation: 
great church-bodies, loudly proclaiming the Scripture principle, 
are moved and guided by rationalistic principles. Their theologians 
are convinced that they are working under the sola Scriptura; 
but, bewitched by Satan, they are listening to the voice of his 
paramour. We are speaking of the Churches of the Reformed faith. 

The confessions of the Reformed churches insist on the sola 
Scriptura as strongly as the Lutheran Confessions. Charles Hodge 
states: “All Protestants agree in teaching that ‘the Word of God 
as contained in the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments is 
the only infallible rule of faith and practice.” He then quotes 
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for the Lutheran Church the familiar statements in the Smalcald 
Articles and the Formula of Concord and proceeds: “The symbols 
of the Reformed churches teach the same doctrine.” He quotes 
from several confessions; for instance, this from the Thirty-nine 
Articles of the Church of England: “Holy Scripture containeth 
all things necessary to salvation, so that whatsoever is not read 
therein nor may be proved thereby is not to be required of any 
man that it should be believed as an article of faith or be thought 
requisite or necessary to salvation.” (Syst. Theol., I, p.151.) Cal- 
vin is most outspoken on this point: “Let this, then, be a sure 
axiom, that there is no word of God to which place should be 
given in the Church save that which is contained first, in the Law 
and the Prophets, and, secondly, in the writings of the apostles, 
and that the only due method of teaching in the Church is accord- 
ing to the prescription and rule of His Word.... ‘If any man 
speak, let him speak as the oracles of God’ (1 Pet. 4:11).... Then 
the reason to which we ought here to have regard is universal: 
God deprives man of the power of producing any new doctrine 
in order that he alone may be our Master in spiritual teaching.” 
(Inst., IV, chap. VIII, §§ 8,9.) Scripture is the source and norm, 
they say,—not reason. L. Boettner declares: “Philosophical 
speculation and all abstract reasoning should be held in abeyance 
until we have first heard the testimony of Scripture; and when 
we have heard that testimony, we should humbly submit.” He 
quotes C. Hodge: “It is the duty of every theologian to subordinate 
his theories to the Bible and teach not what seems to him to be 
true or reasonable but simply what the Bible teaches.” (The 
Reformed Doctrine of Predestination, pp. 50, 51.) And what 
Boettner and Hodge say, Calvin said before them: “With regard 
to the knowledge of God and of His paternal favor towards us 
men otherwise the most ingenious are blinder than moles... . 
To the great truths what God is in Himself and what He is in 
relation to us, human reason makes not the least approach.” 
(Inst., II, chap. II, $18.) Luther might have penned these words. 

But now these same theologians, who insist on the right of 
Scripture, the sole right of Scripture, to determine the Christian 
doctrine, also insist on the right of reason to determine the doctrine. 
They bid reason be silent in theology, — she is as blind as a mole,— 
and then they go to reason for advice, giving reason the right to 
interpret Scripture. The leading theologians of the Reformed 
churches are defending the sacred, inalienable rights of reason. 
C. Hodge: “It is the prerogative of reason to judge of the credibility 
of a revelation. . .. It is impossible that God should reveal 
anything as true which contradicts any well-authenticated truth, 
whether of intuition, experience, or previous revelation. Men may 
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abuse this prerogative of reason, as they abuse their free agency. 
But the prerogative itself is not to be denied. We have a right to 
reject as untrue whatever it is impossible that God should require 
us to believe. He can no more require us to believe what is 
absurd than to do what is wrong.” (Op.cit., I, p.50f.) Again: 
“The Bible never requires us to receive as true anything which 
the constitution of our nature, given to us by God Himself, forces 
us to believe to be false or impossible.” (II, p.390.) W. Shedd: 
“The proper method of discussing any single theological topic is: 
1. exegetical; 2. rational. The first step to be taken is, to deduce 
the doctrine itself from Scripture by careful exegesis; and the 
second step is, to justify and defend this exegetical result upon 
grounds of reason.... When the work of deriving doctrines from 
Scripture has been done, the theologian must defend them against 
attacks, answering objections and maintaining the reasonableness 
of revealed truth.” (Dog. Theology, I, pp.10,14.) Shedd and 
Hodge are repeating what the fathers of the Reformed faith said 
before them. Zwingli proclaimed the prerogatives of reason at 
Marburg: “Nihil esse credendum quod ratione comprehendi 
nequeat, quia Deus nobis non proponat incomprehensibilia.” 
Zwingli’s theological method was “not to neglect philosophic argu- 
mentation by means of rational conclusions” (see his Christianae 
Fidei Expositio), and so he operated at Marburg with the “rational 
conclusion” that it would be “an absurdity (Widersinn)” to teach 
the Real Presence since that would mean that “wicked men could 
produce the Lord’s body” (Das Marburger Religionsgespraech, 
von Walther Koehler, p. 22). Calvin was in full accord with 
Zwingli. In his Geneva Catechism he wrote: “Can you prove by 
means of your reason that nothing strange is contained in this 
article? Yes, if it is granted that the Lord did not institute any- 
thing which is out of harmony with our reason.” From Zwingli 
and Calvin down to the present day the Reformed theologians 
uphold the rights of reason. In the days of J. Gerhard, Bucanus 
insisted: “Is all authority to be denied human reason? In so far as 
human reason received spiritual qualities in regeneration, it can 
bear true testimony.” (See preceding article).!» L. Boettner writes 
in The Reformed Doctrine of Predestination (1932): “The purpose 
of this book is .. . to give a restatement to that great system 
which is known as the Reformed faith or Calvinism, and to show 


1) In the Index to Calvin’s Institutes, translated by Henry Beveridge, 
we read: “Previous to regeneration reason is unable to comprehend those 
things which belong to our salvation. ... Reason is blind as to heavenly 
things until it is illuminated by the grace of God. Book I, chap. II, § 19 £.” 
We have shown in the preceding article that the “enlightened reason 
which assumes the right to judge Scripture is nothing but natural reason 
in disguise.” 
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that this is beyond all doubt the teaching of the Bible and of 
reason.” (P.1.) “If the doctrine of total inability, or original sin, 
be admitted, the doctrine of unconditional election follows by the 
most inescapable logic.” (P.95.) “The logical consistency of 
Calvinism” (p.44). “Consequently his (Calvin’s) own reasoning 
compels him to hold (to be consistent with himself) that no 
reprobate child can die in infancy.” (P.147.) “We believe that 
we have now shown that the doctrine of election is in every point 
Scriptural and a plain dictate of common sense.” (P.148.) L. Berk- 
hof, in Vicarious Atonement through Christ (1936): “This idea 
does not commend itself to human reason and is also unscriptural.” 
(P.71.) “It is but reasonable to suppose that God adapted the 
means precisely to the end which He had in view. ... If God 
knows precisely, as He does, who will and who will not accept the 
offer of salvation, does it seem reasonable to think that He would 
send Christ into the world to suffer and die for the purpose of 
saving those of whom He is sure that they will never meet the 
conditions and be saved?” (P.156f.) Reformed theology does 
indeed champion the rights of reason in theology. Bishop W. T. 
Manning distinctly says: “The Anglican churches stand firmly for 
the essential principles for which Protestantism has borne its 
witness — individual responsibility, the right and duty of private 
judgment, the right of reason, and the supreme authority of truth, 
ete.” (In The Reunion of Christendom [1929], p. 220.) 


Reason demands the right to be heard in theology, and as we 
have seen, the Reformed theologians unhesitatingly acknowledge 
this right. And in submitting to these claims, Reformed theology 
has made a pretty complete surrender. Reformed theology is, in its 
distinctive characteristics, a philosophical system, based on pure 


2) We are here discussing the rationalism inherent in the “system 
which is known as the Reformed faith or Calvinism.” We are not study- 
ing that other branch of the Reformed faith which is known as Armin- 
ianism. Arminianism is a species of plain rationalism. It operates with 
the principium cognoscendi of rationalism. Its Confession of Faith states 
that “the literal sense of Scripture is not so much the sense inherent in 
the words, taken properly (as many seem to think), but the sense which 
best accords with sound reason,” and its dogmatician Limborch declares 
that “no interpretation of Scripture is admissible which conflicts with 
sane reason or contains a manifest absurdity.” (See M. Guenther, Popu- 
laere Symbolik, p.108.) Guericke: “Die Arminianer rationalisierten all- 
maehlich das ganze Lehrsystem.” (Allg. Chr. Symbolik, p.172.) In an 
article entitled “Arminianism in Its Influence upon England — ‘Rational 
Theology,’ Latitudinarianism” Dr. J.L. Neve points out that “the liberal- 
istic trait of that movement brought Rationalism. ... It was not really 
a faith but, as J. Tulloch put it, ‘a method of religious inquiry which 
revived the suppressed rational side of the original Protestant move- 
ment,’ or, as Schaff said: ‘It liberalized theological opinions. ... In 
some of its advocates it had a leaning toward Socinianism and prepared 
the way for Rationalism’” (Bibliotheca Sacra, April, 1931, p.146). 
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speculation. Reason could not ask for more. What reason wants 
is that the theologian leave Scripture aside and form his own 
ideas of God and of God’s will and of the way of salvation. And 
that is what Calvinism does. “The entire Calvinistic theology, 
from Calvin down to the present day, does not so much teach the 
God who revealed Himself and offers Himself in His Word, but 
rather puts, at the vital places, speculations concerning the 
absolute God in place of God’s Word. We have seen that it does 
that in treating of the grace of God, the person and work of Christ, 
and the means of grace.” (F. Pieper, Chr. Dog., III, p. 162.) Again, 
Reformed theology constitutes a philosophical system, placing the 
distorted idea of the sovereignty of God in the center and accept- 
ing as true what follows from it with logical consistency. Calvin 
tells us, in his Institutes, that whatever does not agree, logically, 
with this central thought, is absurd and therefore false. Reason 
demands that the theologian, like the philosopher, reject every- 
thing that conflicts with logical thought, and Hodge, who says that 
reason cannot be wrong, will not accept any system of theology 
that does not present a logically harmonious whole. He takes 
the Formula of Concord to task for ignoring the rights of reason. 
He says: “In this document both the doctrine of cooperation and 
that of absolute predestination were rejected . . . while regenera- 
tion is,” according to the Formula of Concord, “exclusively the 
work of the Spirit, the failure of salvation is to be referred to the 
voluntary resistance of offered grace. As this system was illogical 
and contrary to the clear declarations of Scripture, it did not long 
maintain its ground.” (Op. cit., II, p.325.) And he compliments 
“the later Lutheran theologians” for abandoning the ground of the 
Formula of Concord. The Formula of Concord refuses to call on 
reason for help in constructing a logical system. It sets down 
what Scripture teaches on any doctrine and will not “allow itself 
to be diverted therefrom by objections or contradictions spun from 
human reason” (Trigl., p.987), and Hodge makes sport of its 
“illogical system.” The system of the Formula is sola Scriptura. 
It sticks to that. Whether the various doctrines fit together on 
the basis of logical thought does not concern the Formula. It 
refuses “to draw conclusions.” It declares “certain things occur in 
this mystery so intricate and involved that we are not able by 
the penetration of our natural ability to harmonize them — which, 
moreover, we have not been commanded to do.” (Trigl., p. 1081.) 
Such a system, says Hodge, which leaves difficulties unsolved and 
refuses to draw logical conclusions, has no place in Christian 
theology; reason commands us to harmonize the teachings of 
Scripture; we have no patience with the insulsities and puerilities 
of the Formula of Concord. Calvin employs the phrases “inscite 
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nimis et pueriliter,” “plus quam insulse,” “ignorantly, childishly, 
most absurd” (Inst., III, chap. 23, §1). Finally, Reformed theology 
operates with philosophical axioms, with laws of physics, with 
judgments of experience, etc.: Finitum non est capax infiniti; omne 
corpus in loco est; the result is the interpretation of the purposes 
of God; efficacious grace acts immediately, etc. When reason 
operates with the laws of physics and unlooses the heavy gun: 
Omzne corpus in loco est, Reformed theology surrenders the Scrip- 
ture teaching of the omnipresence of Christ’s human nature. On 
vital points it has capitulated to the demands of reason. It has 
acknowledged the sovereignty of reason. 

Yes, the sovereignty of reason. It has granted exclusive rights 
to reason. It says: Sola Scriptura, but at once modifies this by 
saying: Scripture and reason; and when reason and Scripture 
clash, it declares: Reason is right. The distinctive doctrines of the 
Reformed faith have been formulated and established by reason. 
There the judgment of reason is decisive. In the words of 
Guericke: “The Reformed Church proclaims emphatically the 
principle of the sole and absolute authority of Scripture but denies 
it in the practical application. To a number of Christian doctrines 
it applies the test whether reason can comprehend them and 
interprets the Word of God accordingly. It thus makes reason 
the judge of God’s Word.” (Allgemeine Christliche Symbolik, 
pp. 171, 204.) 

Reformed theology is determined to give reason its rights. 
Convinced of the sacredness and inviolability of these rights, it 
has gone to great lengths to maintain them. For one thing, it split 
the Church on that account. Reason as a principle of theology 
was expelled from the Church of the Reformation. Luther would 
have Satan’s paramour no longer defile the Church of God. But 
Zwingli and Calvin would not have her outlawed. They estab- 
lished the Church of the Reformed faith in order to give her 
asylum. When Zwingli characterized his followers as “turba ista, 
quae nihil credit, nisi quod verum esse videt” (see Theol. Quart., 16, 
p. 202), he might as well have proclaimed to the world that all 
those who could not remain in the Lutheran Church because they 
were there not permitted to make reasonableness the test of truth 
would find a welcome in the Zwinglian-Calvinistic Church. On 
the behest of reason Zwingli and Calvin split the Protestant host. 
It was a sad day for the Church when these men yielded to the 
demands of reason and built her a church. Untold harm has 
come to the Church because of this disruption. Luther described 
the harm in a letter to Bucer in these words: “I want you to 
believe me, as I told you already at Coburg, that I so much wish 
and desire to heal this division that I would give up my life 
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thrice over for it; for I have seen that fellowship with you will 
help us much and that the division has brought great harm to the 
Gospel. I am convinced that all the gates of hell, all the might of 
the Pope and the Turk combined, all the world and flesh, and 
whatever other evil there may be, could not have harmed the 
Gospel in the least if we had remained united.” (XVII:1975.)® 
One thing, however, Luther could not do: he could not acknowl- 
edge the rights of reason. But on that one thing the Reformed 
stubbornly insisted, and so the breach could not be healed. “Ich 
wollte gern sterben,” said Luther; but he knew at the same time: 
“Ks kann keine rechte, wahre Einigkeit werden, denn sie messen 
diese Sache nur mit der Vernunft.” (XXII:1024.) Protestantism 
suffered untold loss in consequence of the Reformed insistence on 
the rights of reason. 

And Christendom suffered untold loss. The Reformed leaders, 
submitting to reason, yielded priceless treasures of the Gospel. 

They surrendered, in the first place, the precious doctrine of 
the Real Presence. It seemed too absurd to them to believe that 
Christ’s body and blood are really present in, with, and under the 
bread and wine in the Lord’s Supper. Zwingli complained: My 
reason protests against such a monstrous doctrine; God does not 
ask us to accept what is incomprehensible; the wafer is too small 
to contain the Lord’s body. Oekolampadius protested: Did not 
Christ ascend to heaven? (see Luther XX, 591); a body cannot 
be in two places at the same time! (see W. Koehler, Das Marburger 
Religionsgesprach, p. 26). Luther denied reason the right to be 
heard here. ‘“Mathematische Haarspaltereien will ich hier nicht 
hoeren. ... I will not listen to reason. Physical proofs, geometrical 
arguments, I reject absolutely, such as: A large post will not go 
into a small hole. God is above all mathematics, and God’s words — 
‘This is My body’ — must be received with adoring faith” (Koehler, 
op. cit., pp. 9, 26). But the Reformed could not rid themselves of 
their rationalistic scruples. Calvin kept on insisting on the rights 
of reason: “The essential properties of a body are, to be confined 
by space, to have dimension and form. Have done, then, with that 
foolish fiction which affixes the minds of men as well as Christ to 
bread.” (Inst., IV, chap. 17, § 29.) Calvin measures, in the best 
manner of rationalismus vulgaris, the body of Christ, measures the 


3) See also XXII:1024f.: “Ich wollte gern sterben, wenn wir die 
Kirche in der Schweiz und Staedten koennten wiedergewinnen und zu- 
rechtbringen, alsdann wuerde sich Papst und Kaiser vor uns fuerchten. 
. . . Ach, lieber Gott, dies Aergernis hindert viele Leute. Wenn die 
Lehrer untereinander in der Lehre uneins sind, da einer dies, der andere 
das vorgibt und nicht aus einem Herzen und Munde lehren, das stoesst 
viel Leute vor den Kopf, dass sie irre werden, wissen nicht, wem sie 
glauben sollen.” 
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wafer, and declares: How can these things be? He also measures 
the universe and finds again that the measurements do not agree. 
“The presence of Christ in the Supper must be such as neither 
divests Him of His just dimensions, nor dissevers Him by differences 
of place, nor assigns to Him a body of boundless dimensions... . 
Let these absurdities be discarded.” (L.C.,§19. Or put it this way, 
says Calvin and Roehr and Semler: “How could they have been 
so ready to believe what is repugnant to all reason, viz., that Christ 
was seated at table under their eye, and yet was contained invisible 
under the bread?” Calvin adds: “The only reason why certain 
persons reject our interpretation is that they are blinded by a 
delusion of the devil—the horrible fascinations of Satan.” (L.c., 
§ 23.) And then reason takes high moral grounds and speaks 
through Calvin: “Let there be nothing derogatory to the heavenly 
glory of Christ. This happens whenever He is brought under the 
corruptible elements of this world or is affixed to any earthly 
creatures.” (L.c.,§19.) What, says Zwingli, let wicked men pro- 
duce the Lord’s body? And up to this day the Reformed theologians 
are upholding the rights of reason. Hodge uses the very same 
arguments as Calvin. He incorporates the statement of the Con- 
sensus Tigurinus, written by Calvin, in his Systematic Theology 
(III:642): “Every imagination of local presence” (the meaning is: 
of Real Presence) “is to be entirely removed. For while the signs 
are upon the earth, seen by the eyes and handled by the hands, 
Christ so far as He is a man is nowhere else than in heaven and 
is to be sought only by the mind and by faith. It is, therefore, an 
irrational and impious superstition to include Him in the earthly 
elements.” Are the Reformed rationalists or not? Are they guided, 
on this point, by revelation or by reason? Luther answers, on the 
basis of their own statements: “They have two arguments for their 
false teaching. First, reason considers it most absurd. Secondly, 
it is unnecessary that Christ’s body and blood should be in the 
bread and wine. These are their reasons: absurditas et nulla 
necessitas.” (XX:580.) 

And so, at the behest of reason, the Real Presence had to go, 
with all the blessings it carries. In His infinite goodness Christ 
gives His Christians His very body and blood, as a seal of the 
testament, for the strengthening of their faith; but the Reformed 
reason sets up the cry: Nulla necessitas! They tell the Christians 
that they do not need such carnal institutions. And they explicitly 
deny that the Lord’s Supper carries a peculiar blessing; they have 
to deny that since they have eliminated that which is peculiar to 
the Lord’s Supper — the Real Presence. Hodge: “Christ and His 
benefits, His body and blood, and all their influences on the 
believer are as truly received by him out of the Supper as 
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in it.... The great Reformer [Calvin] earnestly contends that 
believers receive elsewhere by faith all they receive at the Lord’s 
Table.” (Op. cit., pp. 36,647.) Oekolampadius: Wenn wir das 
geistliche Niessen haben, was bedarfs des leiblichen?” (Das Mar- 
burger Rel., p.13.) “Unser Gott lehrt uns nutzbare Dinge, als 
Jesaias sagt.... Durch den Glauben besitzen wir schon, was uns 
vonnoeten sein wird, und steht nicht in dem auswendigen Brauch.” 
(Oekolampads Antwort auf das Schwaebische Syngramma, in 
Luther, XX:596. Rudelbach, Reformation, etc., p. 150.) Conceited 
reason tells Christ that He was mistaken about the need of giving 
His Christians this additional pledge. “Das ist die andere greuliche 
Laesterung Oekolampads. Denn wer da fragt, wozu es not sei, 
was Gott redet und tut, der will ja ueber Gott hin, klueger und 
besser denn Gott sein. Das ist der recht Muenzerische Geist, 
welcher auch sprach er wollte beide in Christum und in die Schrift 
tun, wenn sie sich nach seinem Geist nicht richten wollten.” 
(Luther, XX: 881.) 

The believer receives nothing more in the Lord’s Supper, 
they say, than he receives elsewhere by faith. What, then, does 
he receive through the Sacrament? We expect them to answer: 
The forgiveness of sins. No, not that, says the Reformed reason 
and Roehr’s reason. The Sacrament of the altar does not convey 
the forgiveness of sins. It is nothing more than a solemn memorial 
of the redemptive death of Christ. Zwingli: “Coena dominica 
mortis commemoratio est, NON PECCATORUM REMISSIO. (Opp., III: 
258.) And Shedd tells us that “Zwingli regarded the Sacrament 
as a means of grace and sanctification because of its didactic 
character. ... It is because of the spiritual presence of Christ 
in the soul that the Sacraments are means of grace” (Dog. Theol., 
II:570). Calvin took the same position. In the Consensus Tigur- 
inus he derided the notion that the grace of God could come to us 
through outward signs: “acsi visibile signum, dum in medium 
profertur, eodem secum momento Dei gratiam adveheret!” Foolish 
reason will not have God deal with men through such simple, 
puerile means. Conceited reason wants to soar to heaven and 
deal with God immediately. “Efficacious grace acts immediately. ... 
The efficacy of this Sacrament as a means of grace is not in the 
signs nor in the service nor in the minister nor in the word 
but in the attending influence of the Holy Ghost.... The efficacy 
of this Sacrament, according to the Reformed doctrine, is not to be 
referred to any virtue in the ordinance itself, . . . nor to the real 
presence of the material body and blood of Christ, . . . but only 
to ‘the blessing of Christ and the working of His Spirit in them 
that receive the Sacrament.’” (Hodge, op. cit., I1:684; III:648, 
650.) ‘The Reformed Church forbids its people to go to the Sacra- 
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ment for the purpose of receiving by means of the Sacrament the 
forgiveness of sins. It withholds from them what their faith needs. 
Ratio inimica fidei. 

Reason likes Baptism as little as the Lord’s Supper. And the 
Reformed see no reason why they should treat Baptism differently 
from the Lord’s Supper. From Zwingli down to the Watchman- 
Examiner (Jan. 22, 1931) they declare: “We have never thought or 
said that Baptism is a saving ordinance.” Scripture, indeed, 
declares that Baptism saves, 1 Pet. 3:21; but from Zwingli down to 
Boehl (Dogmatik, p. 560) they insist: “Das Wasser kann solche 
hohe Dinge nicht tun.” Not by itself nor through God’s institution. 
God cannot invest water with saving power. It would be unethical 
for God to do so. The Expositor’s Greek Testament abhors “the 
idea of baptismal regeneration”; that would be “an irrational, 
unethical miracle”; it was “invented by men” (on Rom. 5:12). 
Reason, that is, unbelief, demands that men should give up the idea 
that Baptism saves,*? and the Reformed make a complete surrender. 
The best they can do for Baptism is this: “Baptism does not confer 
the Holy Spirit as a regenerating Spirit but is the authentic token 
that the Holy Spirit has been, or will be, conferred; that regenera- 
tion has been, or will be, effected.” (Shedd, Dog. Theology, II: 544.) 
But that stipulation only masks the betrayal. Reformed theology 
has surrendered the real blessing of Baptism. 

The Gospel, too, must go, the Gospel as conferring the for- 
giveness of sins and creating faith. The Gospel is no better than 
the Sacraments. “The Sacraments do not of themselves bestow any 
grace.... We get rid of that fiction by which the cause of justi- 
fication and the power of the Holy Spirit are included in the 
elements as vessels and vehicles.” (Calvin, Inst., IV, chap. 14, § 17.) 
But neither does the Gospel bestow any grace. “The efficacy of 
the Sacrament,” we heard Hodge say, “is not in the word, but in 
the attending influence of the Holy Ghost.” Reformed theology 
does not recognize the Gospel and the Sacraments as means of grace. 
It has much to say of the means of grace. Hodge devotes 242 pages 


4) Pieper: “Zwingli glaubt diese Worte Gottes nicht. Es liegt bei 
ihm ein klarer Fall von Unglauben dem klaren Worte gegenueber vor. 
Sein eigentlicher und einziger Grund ist der, dass er die Sache fuer 
unglaublich achtet, dass er sein Zwinglisches Ich gegen die Autoritaet 
des Wortes Gottes setzt. So auch Boehl. Er verweist auf die Schrift- 
stellen, welche von der Taufe aussagen, dass sie die Suenden abwasche, 
von Suenden reinige und die Wiedergeburt wirke (Apost. 22:16; Eph. 
5:26; Tit. 3:5), setzt dann aber hinzu: ‘Das Wasser kann solche hohe 
Dinge nicht tun.’ Er setzt den Worten der Schrift einfach sein Boehlsches 
Nein entgegen. Der Unterschied zwischen der lutherischen und der 
reformierten Kirche in bezug auf die Lehre von der Taufe ist voellig 
adaequat damit angegeben, dass die erstere Gottes Wort von der Taufe 
glaubt, die letztere nicht.” (Chr. Dog., III:315.) The devil’s paramour 
likes to repeat: “Yea, hath God said?” 
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to the subject “Means of Grace” (Pieper only 137 pages) and 
begins the discussion with the statement: “The phrase [means of 
grace] is intended to indicate those institutions which God has 
ordained to be the ordinary channels of grace, i.e., of the super- 
natural influences of the Holy Spirit, to the souls of men. The 
means of grace are the Word, Sacraments, and prayer.” (III: 466.) 
But then he goes on to divest the Word, with the Sacraments, of 
divine power. There is no efficacy “in the Word”; in order to 
become effective, it must “be attended by the supernatural power 
of the Holy Spirit” (p. 473): “The Lutherans teach that there is 
inherent in the divine Word a supernatural, divine virtue. . . . 
Luther, glorious and lovely as he was, was impulsive and apt to 
be driven to extremes. He was constrained to attribute divine 
power to the Word.” The truth of the matter is, according to Hodge, 
that, “while the Word and Sacraments are the ordinary channels 
of the Spirit’s influence, God has left Himself free to act with or 
without these or any other means” (pp. 485, 505). And the real 
truth of the matter is, according to Hodge: Here, in regeneration, 
“there is no place for the use of means” (II:685). What becomes 
of the 242 pages? The Reformed denounce the teaching that the 
Gospel forgives sins and creates faith as a Lutheran heresy. The 
Presbyterian Guardian, reviewing the Summary of Chr. Doctrine, 
by L. Berkhof (Reformed), says: “One could wish that Professor 
Berkhof had been a little more accurate in his statement that the 
Bible ‘not only enriches us with knowledge but also transforms lives 
by changing sinners into saints’ (p. 16). The author later rejects 
this apparent Lutheran position by stating that the Word is 
effective only as it is used by the Spirit; but still such a statement 
is likely to cause confusion.” 'The Reformed Christian is instructed 
not to go to Gospel and the Sacraments for the assurance of the 
. forgiveness of sins and the strengthening of his faith. 

Reason forbids them to do that. Reason refuses to believe 
that in the spiritual realm God could and would work through 
means. Efficacious grace cannot work through means, for finitum 
non est capax infiniti; and God would not do it, if He could; that 
would ill comport with His dignity and glory. Reason has set up 
the axiom: Efficacious grace acts immediately, and the Reformed 
theologians swear by it. Zwingli: “The Spirit needs no guide or 
vehicle, since He Himself is the Power and Conveyor by which 
all things are borne, and therefore He does not require Himself to 
be borne.” (Fidei Ratio.) Shedd: “The influence of the Holy 
Spirit is directly upon the human spirit and is independent of the 
Word itself.” (Op. cit., 11:501.) A. Strong: “In the primary change 
of disposition, which is the most essential feature of regeneration, 
the Spirit of God acts directly upon the spirit of man.” (Syst. 





572 Reason or Revelation? 


Theol., p.454.) Hodge: “Efficacious grace acts immediately. .. . 
In miracles and in the work of regeneration all second causes are 
excluded. ... There is here no place for the use of means. . 
Regeneration itself is by the immediate agency of the Spirit.” 
(II:684f.) Where did Hodge learn this axiom? Scripture no- 
where says that grace acts immediately. Scripture teaches the 
contrary. According to Scripture efficacious grace acts through 
the Word. “The Word is nigh thee” (Rom.10:8) to pronounce 
thee just; “faith cometh by hearing” (Rom.10:17); “being born 
again by the Word of God” (1 Pet.1:23). Regeneration is not 
“by the immediate agency of the Spirit” but by the Spirit through 
the Word. It is not Scripture but reason that told Zwingli and 
Hodge that God is above using earthly means, the written and 
spoken Word. “Back of the Reformed teaching on the means of 
grace is the rationalistic, unscriptural idea that the power of the 
divine omnipotence, which alone can produce faith and regenera- 
tion, cannot work through means. The tyrant in the doctrine of 
the means of grace is the axiom: ‘Nothing intervenes between the 
volition of the Spirit and the regeneration of the soul.’ Under 
the iron rule of this tyrant they distort Scripture.” (Pieper, 
III: 173, 178.)© 

And this surrender of the Biblical doctrine of the means of 
grace is not a small matter. The very life of Christendom is at 
stake. The Christian lives by the means of grace. In the Gospel 
and the Sacraments he finds forgiveness of sins and obtains 
comfort and strength. There all spiritual blessings are stored up 
for his needs. Apply the Reformed teaching in practice, and 
justification would become impossible. The only forgiveness there 
is, is offered in the Gospel and the Sacraments. And by no other 
means is faith created and preserved. The Reformed rationalism 


5) Reason dominates the Reformed teaching —and it is not even 
sound reason. “The Spirit needs no guide or vehicle.” That is entirely 
beside the question. The Spirit needs no vehicle, but it has pleased Him 
to employ the vehicle of the Word. Again, “they say, the honor of 
God is at stake. But here also the spiritus enthusiasticus is simply com- 
mitting a petitio principii. It assumes as an a-priori truth that the Holy 
Spirit, if He would act as befits the Deity and retain the divine power in 
His hand, must refuse the ‘vehicle’ and not bind His influence to the 
means of grace. ... But according to Scripture, God effects all, and 
the means of grace effect all.” (Pieper, III:180f.) Besides, it is wicked 
impertinence when reason presumes to tell God what is fitting or not. 
Again, “saving faith must rest on Christ.” Yes, indeed, but you should 
be able to distinguish between causa meritoria and causa instrumentalis. 
— “The Bible everywhere teaches that the only indispensable condition 
of salvation is faith.” A theologian should know the difference between 
the medium dotixdv and the medium Anrtixdv. Finally, if they insist on 
the finitum non est capazx infiniti, we shall have to ask them: Since when 
is your finite mind able to grasp and judge the mind of the infinite 
God? — Your reason has made fools of you. 
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aims a mortal blow at the very vitals of faith. “True, the enthusiasts 
confess that Christ died on the cross and saved us; but they repu- 
diate that by which we obtain Him; that is, the means, the way, 
the approach, to Him they destroy. ... They lock up the treasure 
which they should place before us and lead me a fool’s chase; 
they refuse to admit me to it; they refuse to transmit it; they 
deny me its possession and use.” (Luther, ITI:1692.) 

What about the Scripture doctrine of the person of our Savior? 
Does reason claim rights here, too, the right to tell us what to 
believe concerning the ineffable mystery of the Incarnation? And 
will the Reformed theologians grant her that right? They take 
a firm stand in the beginning. They believe that Jesus Christ is 
the God-man, that the man Jesus is true God, in spite of the 
protest of reason. When the Unitarians assail them for this on 
rationalistic grounds, they are unmoved and declare that revelation 
is above reason. But before long they succumb to their rationalistic 
predisposition. They refuse to accept the Scripture teaching on 
the communion of the natures and the communication of the attri- 
butes. They refuse to believe that this man Jesus is an omnipotent, 
omniscient, omnipresent man. And they refuse to believe it because 
of the philosophical axiom: Finitum non est capax infiniti. They 
learned, while studying philosophy, mathematics, and physics, that 
the finite is incapable of holding the infinite. And succumbing to 
the wiles of Satan’s paramour, they are constrained to apply this 
truth to the mysteries of the Personal Union and judge revelation 
by reason. At Marburg, Zwingli offered this as his strongest 
argument: “Christus est finitus, ut nos finiti sumus. Und sag aber 
wie vor: Christus ist nach menschlicher Art umschrieben, wie auch 
wir sind umschrieben.” (Das Marburger Rel., p. 102.) How, then, 
can Christ be omnipresent according to his human nature? Again: 
“Whatsoever is not infinite by nature cannot be at all places at 
the same time; whatever is infinite is at the same time eternal. 
The human nature of Jesus is not from eternity; hence it is not 
infinite. If it is not infinite, it is finite; it is not everywhere. But 
we shall pass on. We alluded to the above in order not to neglect 
philosophic argumentation by means of rational conclusions.” 
(Christianae Fidei Expositio.) Finitum non est capax infiniti! What 
the plain words of Scripture say cannot be taken in the plain 
sense. The thing is impossible. Danaeus: “Nothing whatever 
that is proper and essential to the divine nature can be really 
communicated to any created thing.” Polanus: “It is an impious 
and blasphemous assertion to say that the human nature is almighty 
and omniscient.” (See Masius, Kurzer Bericht von dem Unter- 
schied, etc., p. 99.) Their reason forbids them to accept what 
Scripture teaches on this mystery. It is in discussing the com- 
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munion of natures that Hodge makes the statement “The Bible 
never requires us to receive as true anything which the constitution 
of our nature, given to us by God Himself, forces us to believe 
to be false or impossible.” (Op. cit., II:390.) Finitum non est 
capax infiniti. Reason is sane and sober when it operates with 
this axiom in writing manuals of physics. But it is drunken reason 
(“Nam Satan venit mit eim sussen, lieblichen wein. Das heisst 
ratio humana. Ist ein schone metz, macht viel zu buben”. See 
current volume of Conc. Theol. Month., p. 329) that applies this 
earthly truth to the revealed truth and insists: “A soul which is 
omniscient, omnipresent, and almighty is not a human soul.” 
Omnipresence and omniscience are not attributes of which a 
creature can be made the organ.” (Hodge, loc. cit., pp. 416, 417.) 
And Danaeus cries out: “Quid obsecro plenitudinis Dei praeter 
Deum ipsum capax esse potest? What, for Heaven’s sake, can 
contain the fulness of God but God Himself?” 

Quote to them as much Scripture as you will; quote: “In Him 
dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily” (Col. 2:9), and 
they will answer, as they have always answered: “’Adivatov!” It is 
impossible! Is it possible that you Lutherans can believe the 
impossible? The Lutheran Confessions declare that the judge 
of what is possible is not reason but Scripture. Concluding 
Art. VIII, “Of the Person of Christ,” the Formula of Concord 
“admonishes all Christians to close the eyes of their reason and 
bring into captivity their understanding to the obedience of Christ, 
2 Cor. 10:5.” All Christians should take Scripture for their guide: 
“Of what His (Christ’s) human nature is capable through the 
personal union no one can know better or more thoroughly than 
the Lord Christ Himself; and He has revealed it in His Word, 
as much as is needful for us to know of it in this life. Now, every- 
thing for which we have in this instance clear, certain testimonies 
in the Scriptures, we must simply believe and in no way argue 
against it, as though the human nature in Christ could not be 
capable of the same.” (Trigl., pp. 1033,1049. Read also §52.) 
No, no, say the Reformed; ééivatov! What you Lutherans read 
into Scripture is impossible by all the laws of physics! And: 
your Lutheran teaching is a monstrosum figmentum and an im- 
pium monstrum! And: you Lutherans are totally bereft of reason! 
(See Polanus, above. Further references in Pieper, II:183).® 


6) This calls for another footnote on the “fools of reason.” When 
the Reformed pride themselves on the reasonableness of their Christology, 
we shall have to, first, repeat the remark, that it is the height of unreason 
to attempt to grasp the Infinite with finite reason, and, secondly, point 
out to them that there is nothing more inconsistent, self-contradictory, 
and illogical than their teaching on the Personal Union. For if they 
are right in denying the communication of the divine attributes to the 
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Now, this Reformed teaching, inspired by reason, is fraught 
with untold disaster to the Christian. Let all Christendom heed 
the warning cry of Luther: “If you would point out a place where 
God is and not the man, the person would already be divided, 
because I could then say with truth: Here is God who is not man 
and who never as yet has become man. However, no such a God 
for me! ... No, friend; wherever you place God, there you must 
also place with Him humanity; they do not allow themselves to be 
separated or divided from one another.” “Beware, beware, I say, 
of the Alloeosis. For it is the devil’s mask, for at last it manu- 
factures such a Christ after whom I certainly would not be a 
Christian, namely, that henceforth Christ should be no more, and 
do no more with His sufferings and life, than any other saint... . 
Then Christ is to me a poor Savior.... We Christians must know 
that, if God is not also in the balance and gives the weight, we 
sink to the bottom with our scale.” (Trigl., pp. 1029, 1045.) 


One more point, and a most important, a most vital, one. Would 
God have all men to be saved? Scripture bids all Christians to 
rejoice in the glorious truth of the gratia universalis and com- 
mands all Christian theologians to teach it. But the Calvinist 
cannot bring himself to do that. He feels constrained to teach 
that God will not have a certain part of mankind saved. He feels 
that it is his Christian duty to teach the predestination to dam- 
nation. He feels that he owes it to reason to establish and defend 
the “decretum horribile.” 


Calvinism does not, in the first place, get its teaching of the 
absolute predestination, the twofold predestination, out of Scrip- 
ture. Scripture nowhere teaches that God predestinated the greater 
part, or any part, of mankind to damnation. This horrible idea 
is purely the result of human speculation. The basic principle 
of Calvinism, the ideas concerning the sovereignty of the absolute 
God concerning what He might do, can do, must do, are not derived 


human nature, because the finite cannot hold the infinite, then they 
are wrong in affirming the Personal Union and teaching that the man 
Jesus is God. And if they are right in teaching that God became man, 
in spite of the dictum of reason “’Advvatov,” it is unreasonable to deny 
that this Man is omnipotent because of the dictum of reason “’Advvatov.” 
The Apology of the Formula of Concord tells them: “Yes, the Personal 
Union is just as incredible as the Communication of Majesty, if you 
apply the principium, Finitum non est capax infiniti; and if one must, 
on this principle, deny the Communication of Majesty, the Incarnation 
itself would have to be denied, on the same principio, for the principle 
would have to work in both instances.” And Hase, a rationalist him- 
self, tells them: “It is inconsistent to assert the higher unity of the 
person and balk at asserting the lesser communion of attributes.” (See 
Pieper, l.c., p.172.) — The Reformed do maintain that God became man, 
nag nay objections of reason. Here they are willing, thank God, to 
e 6“. 
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from revelation but are the results of the reasoning of a philosopher. 
See Pieper, Chr. Dog., III:162, as quoted above. The Journal of 
the American Lutheran Conference, March issue, p. 26 ff., puts it 
thus: “Calvin was a humanist and a philosopher. ... He carried 
his stern philosophical idea of God into his Christian theology and 
arrived at predestination, which dominates his whole system. 
Four, if not all, of the Five Knotty Points of present-day orthodox 
Calvinism — viz., unconditional election, limited atonement, irre- 
sistible grace, perseverance of the saints, total inability —” (yes, 
also the last point!) “really are the natural outgrowth of Cal- 
vin’s idea of God as the absolute Sovereign of the universe 
whose glory must be sought, which idea he found in philosophy. 
His mind, honest though he was, was preoccupied with philosophical 
ideas. ... Calvinism would not have been led to absolute pre- 
destination and what it included if it had kept its ideas untinged 
by philosophical influences. We do not find the God of the Bible 
in these systems, but an idol of human fabrication.” When a man 
philosophizes about God and about what God should and must think 
and do, we call him a philosopher. And when he offers us these 
cogitations as theology we call him a rationalist. 


And, in the second place, when the Calvinist has established 
the teaching of the predestination to damnation in his philosophical 
mind, he proceeds to buttress and defend it with rationalistic argu- 
ments and logical proofs. The great concern of Reformed theology 
is to show the reasonableness of its position. It considers it its 
duty to bow to logic. Two rationalistic considerations in particular 
sway the mind of the Calvinist. First: Since Scripture teaches an 
election to life, there must be (though Scripture does not say so) 
an election to death. There can be no election of some without 
the corresponding rejection, or reprobation, or passing by, of the 
others. Calvin makes much of this argument. “Many admit the 
doctrine of election but deny that any one is reprobated. This 
they do ignorantly and childishly, since there could be no election 
without its opposite, reprobation. ... It were most absurd” to 
deny this. (Inst., III, chap. 23, §1.) Yes, a thousand times yes, 
according to logic there should be a double predestination; but 
logic must remain silent here, since Scripture is silent. But the 
Calvinists dare not bid their master be silent. All standard Cal- 
vinistic writings repeat Calvin’s argument. L. Boettner, for in- 
stance, insists: “The doctrine of absolute predestination, of course, 
logically holds that some are foreordained to death as truly as 
others are foreordained to life. The very terms ‘elect’ and ‘election’ 
imply the terms ‘non-elect’ and ‘reprobation.’ ... Those who hold 
the doctrine of election but deny that of reprobation can lay but 
little claim to consistency. To affirm the former while denying 
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the latter makes the degree of predestination an illogical and lop- 
sided decree. . . . Calvin says: ‘There can be no election without 
its opposite, reprobation.’” (The Reformed Doctrine of Predes- 
tination, p.104f.) And he speaks of “the logical consistency of 
Calvinism” (p. 44) and claims: “If the doctrine of total inability, 
or original sin, be admitted, the doctrine of unconditional election 
follows by the most inescapable logic” (p.95) and: “While other 
systems are found to be wholly inadequate in their explanation 
of sin, Calvinism can give a fairly adequate explanation in that 
it recognizes that God is ultimately responsible since He could 
have prevented it” (p. 251). When the anxious sinner asks the 
Calvinist: Must I believe that God does not want all men to be 
saved but has consigned some a priori to hell? the Calvinist tells 
him: you must believe it, for logic teaches it. 

The second stock argument is: We must assume that the 
result is the interpretation of the purposes of God. God cannot 
seriously desire the salvation of all men; else all would be saved. 
Calvin: “How comes it, then, that if God would have all to be 
saved, He does not open a door of repentance for the wretched, 
who would more readily have received grace? — Experience shows 
that this will for the repentance of those whom He invites to Him- 
self, is not such as to make Him touch all their hearts.” (Op. cit., 
III, chap. 24, §15.) The human interpretation of historical facts 
is thus placed above Scripture. Reason counts for more than 
revelation. Hodge rationalizes the same way: “It cannot be sup- 
posed that God intends what is never accomplished. . .. This 
cannot be affirmed of any rational being who has the wisdom and 
power to secure the execution of his purpose. Much less can it 
be said of Him whose power and wisdom are infinite. If all men 
are not saved, God never purposed their salvation. ... We must 
assume that the result is the interpretation of the purposes of 
God.... If the work of Christ is equally designed for all men, it 
must secure the salvation of all.” (II:323.) Roehr and Semler 
might easily have written that. And so all along the line. L. Berk- 
hof: “If God knows precisely, as He does, who will and who will 
not accept the offer of salvation, does it seem reasonable to think 
that He would send Christ into the world to suffer and die for the 
purpose of saving those of whom He is sure that they will never 
meet the conditions and be saved? ... If we proceed on the 
assumption that Christ was sent into the world and died for the 
express purpose of saving all men, then it follows ... (3) that many 
whose sins were atoned and for whom the penalty was paid are 
yet lost and will have to bear the penalty of sin eternally, a very 
inconsistent position, from which there is no logical escape, except 
in Calvinism or in absolute Universalism.” (Op. cit., pp. 157, 162.) 


37 
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“Hence it logically follows,” says L. Boettner, “that it is not His 
secret purpose or decretive will that all should be saved.” (Op. cit., 
p. 117.) Scripture says that God loved the world and sent His Son 
to redeem all. Reason says: That cannot be true. And Calvinism 
says: Reason is right.” 

Let Scripture say as loudly as possible that grace is universal, 
the Calvinist would rather listen to the blandishments of reason. 
Abraham Kuyper, one of the leading Calvinistic theologians of the 
present generation, actually finds it possible to pen these words: 
“The Redemption of the Cross. ‘For God so loved the world,’ etc. 
The Mediator is called ‘the Light of the world.’ The Lamb of 
God ‘bears the sins of the world.’ Christ is called ‘the Savior of 
the world.’ ‘God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto Him- 
self.” Accordingly ‘Christ is the Propitiation not only for our sins 
but for the sins of the whole world.’ To conclude from this with 
the Arminians of all shades that grace is not particular but meant 
for all men is absolutely wrong.” (The Biblical Doctrine of 
Election, p.14. Grand Rapids, 1934.) 

Ratio inimica fidei. What the Christians most need in their 
spiritual affliction, the assurance that God would have every sin- 
ner to be saved, the Calvinist withholds from them, withholds it 
on the behest of reason. 

But how is this? These theologians profess the sola Scriptura. 
They would consider it a crime to speak one word against Scrip- 
ture. They assure us that Scripture is their sole guide. Calvin 
insists that “the only due method of teaching in the Church is 
according to the rule of the Word, the writings of the prophets 
and apostles” (see above). Hodge insists: “The people of God 
are bound by nothing but the Word of God.” (I:183.) Calvin 
stated on his death-bed that he never knowingly twisted a single 
passage of Scripture. (See Conc. THEot. Montu., VIII:266.) These 
men are convinced in their hearts that they drew their distinctive 
doctrine from Scripture alone. “What we teach on the subject 
is in perfect accordance with Scripture.” (Calvin, Inst., IV, 
chap. 16, §19.) They resent the charge that they have “produced 
new doctrines.” But they have done that very thing. They have 
taken reason for their guide. They have twisted scores of passages 


7) These are the stock arguments. There are others. For instance: 
“Grace includes each and every one whom He, in sovereign election, has 
chosen. The fact that there will be those of the human family, as Scrip- 
ture clearly discloses there will be, who will not be included in the 
benefits of saving grace, is made more apprehensible by the fact that 
the entire group of angelic beings who have fallen into sin are deprived 
of any hope of salvation.” (Bibliotheca Sacra, Jan.-March, 1936, p. 7.) 
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of Scripture. They are rationalists.®» And yet they insist and 
believe that they are sola-Scriptura theologians. What is the 
explanation? We have here another instance of the baleful in- 
fluence of the spirit of rationalism on the minds of men, and of its 
baneful effects. Some it affects in this way, that they declare: 
Wherever Scripture is not in accord with reason, Scripture is 
wrong. That is the case of the gross rationalists. Others it 
affects in this way, that they declare: Scripture is always right 
because it is in accord with reason. That is the case of the 
Reformed. Calvin and Hodge are not dishonest when they deny 
universal grace and still insist that the Bible is on their side, 
because, in their mind, the Scripture statements seemingly teach- 
ing universal grace cannot mean that, since that would be con- 
trary to reason. If a man has persuaded himself that the words 
“God loved the world” cannot mean that He loved all men, but 
mean, as reason assures him, that He loved only the elect, we can 
understand how he can say that “what we teach on the subject is 
in perfect accordance with Scripture.” But what we cannot under- 


stand is how these men can so delude themselves that, after 


8) That is the well-nigh universal judgment. So say the Lutherans. 
See statement above. Add this from Rudelbach (op. cit., p. 136): 
“Luther zeigte mit buendiger Kraft, dass dieses (die figuerliche Aus- 
legung der Einsetzungsworte) nur ertraeumte Deutelei und nicht ge- 
wissenhafte Auslegung sei, zumal da, wie Billican erhaertete, die ein- 
fachste philologische Operation uns gerade auf das Gegenteil fuehre; 
dass der Zweifelsknoten keineswegs in der Hermeneutik liege, die hier 
vielmehr eine unwillige Dienerin sei, sondern in der fleischlich hoch- 
muetigen Vernunft der Gegner, die sich straeube, das von Gottes Hand 
anzunehmen, was er uns durch sein Wort gibt, weil es ihrem Sinn un- 
gereimt duenke.” Pieper: “The rationalistic principle which the Re- 
formed introduced into theology reached its full development in the 
system of the Socinians, Unitarians, and Modernists, who directly state: 
Holy Scripture is the source and norm of theology in so far as it agrees 
with human reason.” (Vortraege ueber die Evangelisch-Lutherische 
Kirche, p. 29.) See also Formula of Concord, Trigl., pp. 1033, 1049, 
1071, etc. The Catholics pass the same judgment. Cardinal Gibbons: 
“I understand why rationalists, who admit nothing above their reason, 
reject the Real Presence.” (See preceding article.) And there are 
Reformed writers who pass the same judgment. Peter Barth declared 
at the Third Congress for Calvinistic Theology, June 15, 1936, in Geneva, 
that Calvin was wrong in taking “experience” to be a second source of 
theology and in operating with “deductions” and adds: “We need not 
discuss whether human thinking and reasoning—for without doubt 
these deductions are human reasoning —is to be permitted to deduce 
from a premise which is absolutely true that there must also be a decree 
of reprobation.” (Evangelische Theologie, July, 1938, p.159 ff.) Another 
Reformed writer is willing to call Zwingli “a representative of the 
rationalistic school” (see Conc. Toro. Monrsty, I:100). Certainly the 
Reformed theologians are rationalists. Read the preceding pages once 
more. Their language betrays them. Why, they occasionally speak the 
very idiom of rationalismus vulgaris. Von Rommel: “Luther schlug jeden 
Ausspruch des gesunden Menschenverstandes mit der Unbegreiflichkeit 
der goettlichen Macht darnieder.” (Philip der Grossmuetige, I: 252.) 
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twisting and distorting Scripture to make it agree with axioms of 
philosophy and canons of experience, they can declare: Scripture 
is on our side. It passes all understanding how Kuyper can list 
and write out all those passages which state that the Lamb of God 
“bears the sins of the world” and then say: “To conclude from 
this that grace is meant for all men is absolutely wrong.” We 
cannot understand how Calvin and Hodge can take up John 3:16, 
make it mean: God did not love all the world, but only the 
“world of the elect,” and still honestly believe that they never 
twisted a single passage of Scripture. We cannot understand 
how H.H. Meeter can write in Calvinism, an Interpretation of Its 
Basic Ideas (1939): “The authority of the Bible the Calvinist 
considers to be absolute. ... The Bible is for him an absolute 
rule, before which he must bow unfailingly. ... Calvin was very 
insistent on this point. If the Bible had spoken, there was only 
one thing to do and that was to obey” (p. 43), and then go on to 
say: “The important question for us is: Does God show any grace, 
any attitude of favor, any good will, any love, to unregenerate, 
specifically to such that are non-elect, to reprobate sinners? We 
can begin by saying that as reprobate, as sinners, they never are 
the objects of God’s favor, but always of His wrath. ... This 
common grace will one day add to their destruction.” (Pp. 74, 76.) 
What is the explanation? Human reason rules over its dupes with 
more than human power. Satan equips his paramour with super- 
natural influence. The spirit of rationalism can so delude, blind, 
and befool men that, after divesting Scripture of its plain mean- 
ing, — against all the laws of hermeneutics, all the protests of 
sane reason,—they honestly believe that they are Bible the- 
ologians. 

Behold the mystery of iniquity working in rationalism! 
It despoils the Church of its choicest treasures; it gives the lie 
to Scripture; and it does this under the guise of faithful allegiance 
to Scripture. Luther’s language is not too harsh: “He tells us 
further what Mistress Hulda, natural reason, teaches on these 
matters, as though we did not know that reason is Satan’s paramour 
and can do naught but defame and defile all that God says or does. 
But before we answer this arch-whore and Satan’s bride, we shall 
first prove our faith with simple, clear Bible-passages.” (XX: 232.) 
And Luther was not writing against gross rationalists but against 
Carlstadt and the Reformed. TH. ENGELDER 

(To be continued) 
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3 

Sn diefen fleinen Studien itber das Buch de3 Propheten Yona 
faffen wir nun fdlieplich noch da3 Gebet ins Auge, das Jona im Leibe 
deS Fifches gu dem OHErrn, feinem Gott, gebetet hat, nachdem wir in 
den vorhergehenden Whidnitten den hiftorifden Charafter, die nichtigen 
Cinwande dagegen und die Heilsgefdichtlidje Bedeutung de3 Buches 
herausgeftelt haben. Freilich ift gerade auch diefes Gebet verfpottet 
und verlaftert und al3 ein Getweis gegen die Gefdichtlicdfeit des gangen 
Buches ins Feld gefiihrt worden. Der rationalijtijdh geridtete Creget 
Maurer hat gefagt: ,Das Gebet Jonas ift aus Pjalmenphrajen unz 
gefdictt gufammengeftoppelt, fo dak fotwohl Ungehiriges gefagt ijt als 
gu Gagendes tweggelaffen ijt.” Der befannte englifdme Kritifer Driver 
hat behauptet: “The Book of Jona cannot have been written until 
long after the lifetime of Jonah himself” und nennt al8 einen der 
Griinde dafiir: “A psalm of Jonah’s own age would certainly have 
been more original.”2) Man fann twohl fagen, daR iiber feine Ode 
de3 Heidnifden Dichters Gorag fo abfpredjend geurteilt worden ift wie 
iiber das pfalmartige Gebet de3 Propheten. Aber jeder Lefer diefes 
Gebet3, namentlich wenn er e3 genau twortlid) anfieht und betradtet, 
wird erfennen, dDaR e3 ein gang ergreifendes Gebet ijt. Man fihlt fidh 
fo ergriffen, al ob man mit Yona in der Not ware, als ob die Tiefen 
der Hille einen umbrauften. Aber am Schluk des Gebets ftrahlt Helles 
Licht Herbor, die Gewifheit: Mein Gebet ijt erhort; und dann folgt 
das Geliibde, Rap.2,10: 3h aber will mit Danf opfern; meine 
Geliibde twill ich begablen dem HErrn, dak er mir geholfen hat.” 
Da das ganze Gebet an die alten Pfalmen anflingt und in Pfalmz 
tworten redet, ift ridjtig und unverfennbar. Fiir jeden eingelnen Vers 
lafjen fich Parallelen aus den Pfjalmen, oft ganz wortlice PRarallelen, 
beibringen, twie dies meiter unten furg gegeigt werden twird und der 
verdiente altteftamentlidje Wpologet Robert Dick Wilfon in einer bez 
fonderen Whhandlung ausfiihrlid) nadhgewiefen hat;* und gang mit 
Recht Hat itber diefen Punkt des Mangels an Originalitat der befannte 
neuere Rritifer Stra gefagt: Qn der Angjt und Not des Todes greift 
aud) ein Prophet zu Pjalmfpriicjen.” Aber wir fonnen noch hobher 
greifen. Der Heiland jelbjt hat in jeiner grogen Pafjion, wie Stodhardt 
einmal treffend jagt, ,, die Pfalmen durdgebetet”. Wie das vierte Wort 
am Kreuz , Mein Gott, mein Gott, warum Haft du mid verlaffen?” 


1) Bitiert von Delikjd in Rudelbacdh-Guerides Beitfdrift, 1, 2, 115. 
2) An Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testament, p. 322. 


3) Princeton Theological Review: “The Authenticity of Jonah.” 
16 (1918), 430. 
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aus dem 22. Pfalm genommen ift, fo ftammt das lebte Wort am Kreuz 
aus dem 31. P¥falm: ,,BVater, in deine Hande befeble ich meinen Geijt.“ 

Der Natur der Sache nad unterjdheidet fich in fprachlider Hin- 
ficht diefeS Gebet Yonas von der in einfader Profa verlaufenden Er- 
gablung in den RKapiteln 1,3 und 4. C83 ift eben ein Gebet im Gewande 
der Poefie, wetteifert tatjacdhlicd mit den fchinjten Stellen der Pjalmen 
und gcigt, dak Sona namentlic&h die Pfalmen Davids genau gefannt hat. 
Darum fagt fdon der alte Lutherifhe Ausleger Philip David Burt, 
der Schiiler und Schwiegerfohn Bengels, der alS Haupt der gabhlreicjen 
@reunde diefes grogen Theologen ein Geitenjtiice gu dem Bengelfdjen 
Gnomon Novi Testamenti plante, aber nur zum Teil ausgefiihrt hat: 
»Conveniunt hae praeces Ionae cum Psalmis et in re ipsa et in 
conformatione stili et in phrasibus verbisque singulis, ut passim 
videbimus“, und bemerft am Gdlug jeiner Unterfudung, dak diefes 
Gebet ,,praestantissimum exemplum psalterii recte applicati“ fei. 
Wir bergegentwartigen un darum diejes Gebet in feinen eingelnen WAus- 
fagen bon Vers gu Vers und benuben dabei befonders die treffliche WAus- 
legung bon Keil in feinem ,,Biblifden Kommentar iiber die atwolf fleinen 
PBropheten”. 

Wher der HErr verfdaffte einen groken Fifa, 
Jona gu verflingen. Und Yona war im Leibe des 
Sifdes drei Tage und drei Nadte. B. 1. 

Diefer Vers ijt einleitend, gehirt nod zu dem hiftorifden Bericht 
und ijt Darum auch nod in Profa gefdrieben. Er beridtet das Wunder, 
das aber nach dem im Quliheft Ausgefiihrten ,,nicht fowohl darin beftand, 
dak Nona lebendig verfehlungen, als vielmehr darin, dak er drei Tage 
fang lebendig im Bauche de3 Haififches erhalten und dann unberjfehrt 
fwieder an DdDa8 Land gefpien tourde.”® Die Wusfage ,dret Tage und 
drei MNachte” ijt nicht zu preffen, als ob damit drei bolle Tage und drei 
bolle Nachte, alfo volle 72 Stunden, gemeint fein miiften, fondern fann 
fehr twobl fo gemeint fein, dak Sona am dritten Tage, nachdem er ver- 
fdlungen worden twar, wieder ausgefpien wurde. Das ijt befannter 
hebraifder Sprachgebraud. Bal. Either 4, 16 mit 5, 1. Wie viele 
Stunden vom erften und bom dritten Tag e3 waren, lakt fich nicht naber 
beftimmen. shnlich ijt ja auch die Wusjage gu verftehen, dah, ,gleicd- 
wie Yonas twar drei Tage und drei Nadte in de} Walfifches Bauch, aljo 
fwird de Menjchen Sohn drei Tage und drei Nachte mitten in der Crde 
fein”, Matth. 12,40, wenn wir damit dronologijd die Ereigniffe der 
Pajfionswodje vergleicen. Dies hat fon Luther erfannt, wenn er 
bemerft: ,,€3 ijt tunderbar, tie er die Tage habe gablen finnen, da 
er nichts weder gefehen und gehort hat, als er im Reibe des Fijches 
berjdlofien tar. Aber er hat den Tag gemerft, an dem er in dad 


4) Gnomon in Duodecim Prophetas Minores, pp. 261. 265. 
5) Reil, S. 284. 
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Meer geftiirgt wurde, und den, an tweldhem er endlid) wieder ans Licht 
gebracht worden ijt. Und ohne Biweifel ijt er nicht drei gange Tage und 
Nate im Fijdhe gewefen, wie auch Chriftus nicht dret ganze Tage im 
Grabe gelegen hat, wenn man eine gang genaue Rednung anjtellen will. 
Die Schrift aber pflegt die Figur der Synefdoche gu gebrauden, namlid 
indem jie einen Teil fiir da3 Gange nimmt ujiv.” © 

Und e8 betete Yona gu Yehovah, feinem Gott, 
aus Dem Reibe des Fifdhes. B. 2. 

Dak Yona das Gebet betet, wahrend er im Bauche des Fijches ijt, 
fagen die flaren Worte. Nun ijt aber diefes Gebet fein Flehen um 
Rettung, auch fein AWusdruck angftlicher Ungewifheit, fondern ein Dank- 
gebet fir gefdehene Rettung. Daraus folgt jedoch nicht, dap er das 
Gebet erjt gefprocen habe, als er fdhon wieder an3 Land gefpien war, 
dak alfo B.11 vor B.3 gu feben fei. Rationalijtifde Wusleger alterer 
und neuerer Beit wie De Wette, Knobel, Cheyne und Nowad haben 
gemeint, Dak das Lied itberhaupt nit ein urfpriinglider Beftandteil 
de Buches fei, fondern die Cinfdiebung eines fpateren Schreibers, der 
den Ynbhalt des ,,betete” bermifte und die Ergangung gemacht habe mit 
Riicfficht auf die gefdehene Errettung. Aber jchon unfere alten Wus- 
feger und ebenfo Keil in neuerer Zeit erflaren e3 richtig fo: Yona tar 
bom Fifdh berfdlungen worden und twar nidft ertrunfen; er fiiblte fid 
nun im Bauch de3 Fijches am Leben erhalten. Darin erfannte er ein 
Unterpfand feiner Rettung, fiirdtete aud) nidt einen noch biel hab- 
liheren Tod als Ertrinfen, namlid CErfticen im Bauche de3 Fifches, 
fondern lobte und danfte Gott. Bu beachten ift auch, dak e3 nicht blo 
heipt: er betete gu Sehovah, twie died auch die heidnijden Schiffsleute 
taten, Rap. 1,14, fondern er betete gu Jehovah, ,feinem Gott”. Dem 
hatte er entfliehen wollen; aber jebt, in der Tode3not, ruft er ihn 
wieder glaubig an al3 feinen Gott. Burk fagt in feinem oben ange- 
fiifrten Werke (S.260.): ,,Fides enim Deum ut suum adorat“, der 
Glaube betet gu Gott als gu feinem Gott; und Luther bemerft 
mit Recht, Jonas habe nidt im Vauche de3 Fifdhes ,,fo eben diejfe Worte 
mit Dem Munde geredet und fo ordentlich gejtellet. Denn fo twobhl ijt 
ifm nicht getwefen in foldjem greulicen Tode, dak er hatte moigen ein 
folch fein iedlein dichten, fondern er zeigt damit an, twie ifm gumute 
getvefen ijt und was fein Herg fiir Gedanfen gehabt habe, da er mit dem 
ode in foldkem Kampf geftanden ift. Denn, wie ich gefagt habe, wir 
miiffen Sona in das Herg fehen, ehe er aus der Not fommt, da er nod 
ftectt im Lode, und ihn fehlecht fiir einen toten Menjfcjen halten. Denn 
er toupte nicdjt bon feiner Erlifung, fondern dachte nicht anders, denn 
er miigte geftorben fein, und hat alfo den Tod gefdmedt und gefiihlt 
und ift ohne Unterlag geftorben. Danach aber, als er ijt genejfen und 
wieder [ebendig worden, hat er hinter fich gedacht und fold) Gebet in 
Schrift verfagt, Gott gu Lobe und den Menfdjen gu RNuben.” ” 


6) St. Qouifer Ausgabe, XIV, 926. 7) XIV, 874. 
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Das gange Gebet bejteht, wie fon bemerft, gum groferen Teil 
aus Gagen, die an Pjalmiworte anflingen. Gie paffen fo gut auf 
Sonas Lage, daf er feine Gedanfen und Gefiihle nicht beffer hatte aus- 
driiden finnen. Auch dies fpricht dafiir, dDaB e3 nicht ein fpateres 
Produft ijt, von einem fpateren Schreiber hingugefiigt, fondern ein 
Original. €3 ijt ein wirflid nad Burks oben angefiihrten Worten 
ngang berrlicdes Beifpiel des recht angewandten Pfalters“ und zeigt 
einen Beter, der mit der Heiligen Sdrift und namentlich ihrem Gefang- 
und Gebetbud recht vertraut ijt und darin lebt. 3 entfpricht in jedem 
Punkte der Lage de$ Propheten und feiner Stimmung. Das Gedicht 
gerfallt in einen Cingang und drei Strophen. Der Cingang faft alles 
gujammen in das Befenntnis, daB der HErr das Gebet in der Not 
erhort habe, B.3. Die erfte Strophe, BV.4 und 5, fdildert die Not, 
Die giweite Strophe, VB. 6—8, die Errettung aus der Not und bor dem 
Untergang, die dritte Strophe, B.9 und 10, enthalt das Geliibde des 
Danfes. 

OH vief aus meiner Bedrangnis gu Yehovah, 
und er erhorte mid; aus dem Junnern des Sdeol 
frie id, Du hirteft meine Stimme. &. 3. 

Das erfte VerSglied ijt eine zgufammenfaffende Cingangsformel, 
bal. Bf.116,1.2, und erinnert deutlidgh an Pf.18,7 und 120,1. 
Val. aud) Pf.130,2; 28,1.2. Dod find e3 nicht gang diefelben 
Worte, fondern e3 finden fic) Heine Abweidungen, namentlich im 
Grunbdtert, die gerade die Lage des Propheten recht genau begeicjnen. 

Nun fteht das Verbum ,er erhirte mich” im Smperfeftum mit 
dem fogenannten 1 consecutivum nad dem Perfeftum ,,id rief“, ebenfo 
B.7. Das geht auf etwas fdjon Erfahrene3, fagt man; e3 forbdert 
notivendig die Wuffaffung, dak die Errettung fcjon vollgogen fei, miiffe 
aljo alS obpreifung fiir fdjon erfahrene GHilfe gefakt werden. Aber 
da die Notlage fo eingehend gefdildert wird und ebenfo das, was Yona 
in der Notlage empfunden hat, fo jagen die Worte, was Yona im Baude 
des Fifches gebetet hat. Gefchricben hat er e3 natiirlic&h erft als er 
errettet twar. Rann denn nit auch guberfidtlid) Erwartetes fo ausge- 
Driicft twerden? Die Not wird im atweiten VerSglied begeichnet als der 
Baud des Sheol. Sheol ijt auch bier nicht ,,Unterivelt”, auch nidt 
»Holle” im ftriften Sinne de$ Wortes, fondern Begzeidnung der drohen- 
den, unentrinnbar fdeinenden TodeSgefabr, vgl. Pf. 18,6 (Umfangen- 
fein mit Striden de3 Sheol); Pj. 30,4 (Gerauffiihren der Seele aus 
dem Sdeol); Spr.7,27. Wir finnen hier nicht den vielverhandelten 
Begriff ,Scheol” weiter erdrtern, fondern fiihren nur nod Luthers 
treffende Worte an: ,,Die Schrift braucht de3 Worts Sdeol faft dazu, 
dak fie des Todes lebte Note und Angft angeigt derjenigen, fo da fterben. 
Denn wie denfelbigen zu Sinn ijt, fo redet fie.“ ® Dem Scheol wird hier 


8) XIX, 880. 
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dicdjterij ein Bauch gugefdrieben, mie Def. 5, 14 ein Machen und 
S@lund und Pj. 141,7 ein Mund. Der Baud ift alfo nicht der Vaud 
deS Fifches; aber der Wusdruct ijt wohl durd) den Bauch des Fifches 
nabegelegt. Zu beadhten ijt im gweiten Versteil der itbergang aus der 
dritten in die gtweite Perfon; das ift fehr pafjend und anfdaulic, 
lebendig; und die Lebendigfeit der Darftellung wird noch gehoben durch 
Weglaffung der Kopula. 


Und du warfeft mid (hatteft mid hinabgewor- 
fen) in die Tiefe, in Das Herg der Meere; und der 
Strom umringte mid; alle deine Wogen und BWel= 
len gingen itber mid (find iiber mid gegangen). 
Bers 4. 

Diefer Vers malt die durchgemadte angjtlide Lage und Todesnot 
weiter aus, ift wieder im Hebraifden mit dem 1 consecutivum ange- 
fniipft; die3 driidt nicht die Beitfolge aus, fondern die Gedanfenfolge, 
fann aber plu8quamperfeftlic) itberjebt twerden Yona fagt: Du, 
Sehovah, twarfeft mich in die Tiefe; die Schiffsleute waren eben nur 
die Vollftrecer der bon Gott iiber ihn verhangten Strafe. Bu dem Aus- 
drucd ,,Tiefe” tritt als Appofition in das Herg der Meere”, alfo in den 
tiefjten Whgrund de3 Ogean3. Chenjo Pj.46,3; Hefek. 27,4. 25. 
Der Plural ,der Meere” jteht jehr begeichnend, driidt die grengenlofe 
glade des Ogeans aus, ijt, grammatijd ausgedriidt, der fogenannte 
sladhenplural oder Plural der rdumlicen Ausdehnung, die Zujammen- 
febung aus berfdiedenen augeren Bejtandteilen. (Gefenius-Raubjd, 
Hebraifdhe Grammatif, § 124.) Dann folgen gwei Umftandsfabe, die 
wir am beften mit ,fo dak” anjdlieken. Der Strom umgab mid; 
das ijt hier die Stromung de Meeres, die Flut, Pf. 24,2. Und der 
lebte VerSteil flingt an an Pf. 42,8: ,,Wlle deine Walfertwogen und 
Wellen gehen iber mid.” Dort wird der Ausdrucé bildlid gebraucht 
bon den Wogen de3 Ungliids; hier fteht er cigentlid, buchjtablid. Dod 
folgt dDaraus nicht, dak der Pjalm jitnger ijt alS das Yonalied, wie 
mande Wusleger angenommen haben. Der Pfalm ftammt nach der 
itberfdrift bon einem der forachitifden Sanger, die fchon gu Davids 
Zeiten tatig waren; und ofters werden Wusdriice gleich bildlid) ge- 
braucht, und gerade diefes Bild gur VBefchreibung des tiefjten Elends ift 
fehr Haufig, Pf.88,7.8; 69,2.3. Gut bemerft Quther: ,,€r fpridt 
nidt: ,Des Meeres Wellen und Wogen gingen itber mich‘, fondern 
eine Wellen und deine Wogen‘, darum da er fiihlt im Ge- 
iwiffen, wie Das Meer mit feinen Wellen und Wogen Gott und feinem 
Zorn dienen, gu ftrafen die Siinde.” » 


9) XIV, 882. Wir bemerfen auSdriidlic, dab, wenn man iiber das Buch 
Sona predigt oder in Bibelftunden eS behandelt, man ja nidt an Luthers turz- 
gefakter, trefflider Wuslegung vorbeigehen follte, die in unferer Lutherausgabe in 
Drei Regenfionen dargeboten wird, XIV, 836—971. 
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Und id fprad: BerftogRen bin ih Hinweg von 
Deinen Mugen; dennod werde ish mieder hinbliden 
gu dDeinem heiligen Tempel. B. 5. 

Diefer Vers enthalt den Nadfak gu BV.4a in diefem Ginn: Als 
du mich twarfft in die Liefe, da fprach ih; und gemeint ift ein Spreden 
im Gergen, unjer ,id dachte”, Pj.50,7. Yona glaubte fidjer, verftoken 
gu fein tweg bon Yehovahs Augen, das Heipt, aus dem Bereich feiner 
Huld, Fiirforge und Obbut, und die Worte Fingen an an Pj. 31, 23. 
Der giweite Versteil wird dann eingeleitet mit der jtarfen, energifden 
Wdverfativpartifel 3k, verum tamen, dennod. Dem furdtjamen Ge- 
danfen, dak e3 mit ihm aus fei, tritt die Buverficht des Glaubens ent- 
gegen: Bch twerde nod) nach dem heiligen Tempel de} HErrn blicen, 
twerde twieder in die Nahe de3 HErrn fommen, twerde vor ihm im 
Tempel anbeten; vgl. Pj.5,8; 42,5. Bu vergleichen ijt auch Giob 19, 
25—27, two in abhnlider Weife die Hoffnung aufleudtet aus der 
LeidenSnadt. Go zeigt der ganze Vers fehr fchin die rechte Glaubens- 
guberficht, die fic) auch im tiefiten Elend gegen alle menfdlide Erjfah- 
rung auf Gottes Wort und Verheigung griindet und die gehofften gegen- 
twartig unfidtbaren Dinge nicht fahren lakt. Die Fajfung der deutfden 
Bibel: Yeh gedachte . . . ich wiirde deinen Heiligen Tempel nidt mehr 
fehen” lapt fich fprachlich nidt alten, wahrend die englijde tiber- 
febung “yet I will look again at Thy holy Temple” 3utrifft. 

€s umgaben mid Waffer bis an die Geele; die 
Tiefe umringte mid; Sdhilfgras war gebunden um 
mein Gaupt. &B. 6. 

Hier beginnt nun die giweite Strophe; die Rede bertieft fic) von 
neuem in die Betradtung des durdhlebten Clend3, der Todesgefahr; 
fo twird der Gedanfe der twwunderbaren Rettung, der die Geele des 
Propheten erfiillt, noch volljtandiger dargelegt. Der erfte Versteil 
erinnert an $f.18,5 und ¥f.69,2. Ym 69. Pfalm heift e3: ,,Die 
Wafer gingen mir bis an die Seele”; das ijt dann im 18. Pfalm 
berjtarft durch ,,umfingen mich“ und ebenfo in unferm Bers. Die 
Waffer umringten Yona, bis an die Seele reidend, fo dak e3 mit dem 
Leben aus gu fein fdien. Ym atweiten Versteil fteht dann der Ausdruc 
»Abgrund”, ,,Liefe”, das ift, die unergrimbdlicde Wafferflut und Tiefe 
des OzeanS, vgl. 1 Mof.1,2; Spr. 8, 24.27.28. Ym dritten VerSteil 
ijt bom Sdilf oder Seegras die Rede. Da dies auf dem Meeresgrund 
twadhft, fo tweift diefe Wusfage darauf hin, wie tief Sona hinabgefunfen 
twar, bis auf den Grund, und wie feft er dort gehalten tourde. Die 
ganze Sdilderung ijt fehr fonfret und individuell, aus der Situation 
herausgeredet. 

Zu den Griinden der Berge fuhr ih hinab, die 
Erde — ihre Riegel waren hHhinter mir auf ewig. 
Da erhobft du aus der Grube mein Leben, Jehovah, 
mein Gott. &. 7. 
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Die beiden erften Sabteile feben die Gedanfen von B. 6 fort, be- 
fdreiben die Groge der Todesgefahr, in der fic) Jona befand. Er fank 
hinab gu den Griinden der Verge; twortlid) heigt e3: das Whgefdnittene, 
die Whfchnitte der Verge, alfo die auferften Enden, die Wuslaufer und 
Wurzeln der Berge. Gie liegen in der Tiefe der Erde, reiden hinab 
bis auf den Grund de3 Meeres, Pf.104,5; 18,16. Ym folgenden 
Versteil fteht ,Crde“ abfolut voran: ,die Erde — ihre Iiegel”. 
Diefe Riegel der Erde waren auf die Dauer, auf ewig, hinter ihm; 
das heipt, die Erde war ihm verjchlofjen; er fiirdhtete, nie wieder 
auf da3 Trocdene gu fommen. ,,Wuf immer, auf ewig”, eben nad dem 
AugenfdHein und dem augeren Gachverhalt. Gott aber hat ein Wunder 
getan. Der AWusdrud ,,Riegel der Erde” findet fice nur Hier; das 
»ginter mir” fteht nach der Redemweife die Titr Hinter jemand 
filieBen, 1 Moj.7,16; Bef. 26,20. Mach Hiob 38,10 hat das Meer 
Riegel und Tiiren, fo daB e3 fich nicht auf da Feftland erftrecfen fann. 
Die Riegel der Erde find darum die Schranfen, gleichfam die Wande, 
die die Wusbreitung de Meeres itber das Feftland hindern. Die 
Waffermaffen, die auf Yona lagen, verriegelten ihm die Riicffehr auf 
die Erde, gerade tie die Riegel vor einer Haustiir den Cingang in da3 
Haus verfperren. Aber Gott hat ihn tounderbar aus diefem Grabe 
wieder heraufgefiihrt. Das hebraijde Wort nnwv hat die deutidhe Bibel 
mit ,Berderben”, die englifde mit “corruption” itberjebt nad) dem 
Vorgang der Septuaginta (pdogd) und der Vulgata (corruptio), was 
e3 auch) unleugbar eigen fann. Aber Hier ift wohl die Bedeutung 
Gruft, Grube, Grab angunehmen. Vgl. Pf. 30,4, woran unfere Stelle 
deutlid) anflingt und wo B.10 schachat mit scheol und bor, Grube, 
wechfelt als fynonymen Wusdriicfen. Wllerdings pakt ,,Grube”, ftreng 
genommen, nicht gur Sdilderung hier; aber die ganze Schilderung ijt 
poctifch, befdfreibt die TodeSnot de3 Veter3, und dagu pat auch Grube, 
Grab. Bgl. aud 1 Sam. 2, 6. 

Wis verfmadtete in mir meine Geele, da gez- 
Dadhte ih an Jehovah, und eS fam gu dir mein Ge- 
bet, gu dDeinem heiligen Tempel. B. 8. 

Die erfte Vershalfte Hingt an an Pj.142,4 und 143,4. Nur 
fteht bier Wb2, Seele, ftatt nv, Geift. Hier Handelt e fich eben nicht 
ie in den Pfalmftellen um eine Ofnmadt de3 Geiftes, fondern um 
ein Verfinfen de3 Lebens in Nacht durd Ertrinfen. Das im Grundtert 
gebraudte Verbum heift eigentlid) ,,fich verhiillen”, deshalb in Nacht 
oder Ohnmadt verfinfen, verfmadten. Und Seele, Leben, ift mit 
einer Prapofition fonftruiert, ,bei, in“, tweil eine Perfon das Leben 
an fic) hat; bel. Pf. 42,5. An Yehovah dadhte ich, fagt der Veter 
(fprachlich gu beachten ift die fchine Ynverfion); id) gedadte an ihn 
im Gebet, vgl VB. 3, und mein Gebet drang gu Gott, zu feinem bHeiligen 
Tempel. Ym Tempel wohnt und thront Yehovah al Gott und Konig 
feineS Bolfe3; von dort aus werden die Gebete erhirt. Diefe aiweite 
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Vershalfte erinnert an Pf. 18, 7; 88,3; 5,8; 42, 7. Wenn aber daZs 
Gebet gu Gott fommt, dann Hilft und rettet er auch. Diefe Crfahrung 
wet Vertrauen auf den HErrn und treibt gu Lob und Dank. Und fo 
foliekt nun die lebte Strophe in BV. 9 und 10 das gange Lied paffend 
ab mit einem Lobpreis. 

Die auf eitle MNidtigfeiten marten, verlaffen 
ifre Gnade (den, der ifre Guld ift). B. 9g. 

Die beiden Verfe bilden eine WAntithefe, tie fie oft in den Pro- 
berbien vorfomint, aber auch in den Pfalmen; fie ftellt die Gottlofen und 
die Frommen einander gegenitber. Heil und Rettung ift allein von 
Sehovah, dem Lebendigen Gott, zu hoffen. Deshalb weift Yona auf die 
Gigendiener hin, die in ihrer Hoffnung bitter getaufdt werden. Der 
erjte Versteil erinnert an ¥f.31,7, und ,,nichtige Citelfeiten” find 
Dinge, auf die der Menfd fein Vertrauen fest, die er fich gu Giben 
mat; bier ijt e3 direfte Segzeichnung der nidjtigen Gigen, vbgl. 5 Mof. 
32,21, to Giken und Gogenbilder gemeint find. Dod liegt darin 
nicht, ie mance Wusleger annehmen, eine Begziehung auf die heidnifde 
Shiffsmannfdhaft. Und das im Grundtert gebraucdte Wort heift, wenn 
von Gigen ausgefagt, auf fie halten oder adjten, bgl. Hof. 4, 10, wo da3 
Wort von Fehovah jteht. ,,Gie verlafjen ihre Gnade.“ ,,%hre Gnade“ 
ijt offenbar Gegenfab gu _,citle Nidhtigfeiten”, ijt alfo Begeichnung 
Gottes felbjt, der Quelle und Bnbegriff aller Giite ift. Bgl. dagu 
Bj.144,2. Gottes Walten ijt lauter Gnade, 1 Mof. 24,27, und er 
modhte auch die Gnade der Whgittifden werden. 

Wher idm, mit der Stimme des Dantes will iG 
Dir opfern; was id gelobet habe, will ih begablen. 
Heil ift bei Jehovah. BW. 10. 

Gegeniiber den Abgdttifdjen will Yona dem HErrn opfern, und 
gwar mit der Stimme deS Danfes, das heift, mit lautem Danfgebet. 
Diefe Worte erinnern an Pj. 42,5. Und er will die Geliibde bezabhlen, 
die er in der Mot gelobt hat. Dieje Worte erinnern gang befonders 
deutlidd an Pj. 50,14.23. Bona hat die fefte Soffnung, dak er errettet 
wird, und der Grund diefer Hoffnung ijt, dak da8 Heil bet Sehovah ift. 
Sehovah ift der Spender alle3 Heils und aller Hilfe. Yn feiner Macht 
fteht e3; er allein fann Geil gewahren. Mit diefem Qubelruf fdliebt 
das ganze Gebet; vgl. Pj.3,3. Und im Grundtert wird fehr pajfend 
eine bollere, feierlide Form, jeschuatha fiir jeschua, gebraudt, ebenfo 
Pj.3,3, und fonft in dichterifder Rede, befonders in den Pfalmen. 
Bu bergleiden ift nod) Sef. 26, 1; 25,9; 1 Mof. 49,18: , Err, id 
twarte auf dein Heil.“ 

So ijt e3 ein fdhines, inhaltreides, ergreifendes Gebet im Bauche 
deS Walfifches, wirflich praestantissimum exemplum psalterii recte 
applicati. Cine alte liturgifde Formel der Yuden lautet darum gang 
pajfendD: ,Der den Yona im Bauch de3 Fifches exhort hat, der erhsre 
eud.” Und damit fclieBen wir diefe Eleine Studie itber diefen fleinen 
und dod) fo fchonen und widtigen Propheten. L. Fiirbringer 
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FIRST LECTURE 
CHRIST’S GIFT OF HIMSELF 
Gal. 1:1 to 2:10 


1. Our Lord Jesus Christ Gave Himself 


1. That majestic Lord gave Himself when He left His throne 
of glory in heaven for the lowly manger in Bethlehem in the days 
of Caesar Augustus, and Quirinius, the governor of Syria, and 
Herod the Great, the king of Judea. 

He gave Himself up to a life of dire poverty, not having where 
to lay His head. He gave Himself up to the humbling temptation 
by insolent Satan in the wilderness. He gave Himself up to a 
life of preaching the Gospel to the poor and of doing good to all 
and everywhere. He gave Himself up to bitter persecution from 
His own people at Nazareth and from the heads of His own 
nation and Church at Jerusalem. He gave Himself up to the 
awful agony and bloody sweat in the Garden of Gethsemane. 
He gave Himself up to foul betrayal and base denial and cowardly 
flight of all His own chosen disciples. He gave Himself up to 
the shameful scourging and the dreadful death on the cruel 


cross on Calvary in the days of Pontius Pilate and Caesar 
Tiberius. He gave His all, and He gave Himself; He could give 
no more. 


2. Our Lord Jesus Christ gave Himself up in respect to our 
sins, for our sins, for the sins of the world, the whole world, to 
put away sin by the sacrifice of Himself, by giving Himself for us 
an offering and a sacrifice to God — Himself the Victim and Him- 
self the Priest. Heb. 9:26; 1 Cor.15:3; 1 Pet.3:18; Eph. 5:2. 

3. Our Lord Jesus Christ gave Himself up for our sins, in our 
stead, as our Substitute, to make the vicarious atonement. He 
who knew no sin was made sin for us that we might be made the 
righteousness of God in Him. The Righteous died for the un- 
righteous in order to bring us to God. Christ His own self bore 
our sins in His body on the tree that we, having died to sins, 
might live unto righteousness; by whose stripes ye were healed, 
1 Pet. 2:24; 2 Cor. 5:21. 

Luther says: “Mark well the word ‘for our sins.’ For herein 
lies all the virtue, namely, that all that is said concerning us 
in the Holy Scriptures in such passages as ‘for me,’ ‘for us, ‘for our 
sin,’ and the like, we should know how to take well in mind and 
apply particularly to ourselves, and hold fast thereto by faith. 
For you have, no doubt, easily brought yourself to believe that 
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Christ, God’s Son, was given for St. Peter’s, St. Paul’s, and other 
saints’ sins, who were worthy of such grace; but, contrariwise, 
it is especially and thoroughly hard that you, for your own person, 
a poor, unworthy, condemned sinner, should from your own heart 
firmly believe, hold, and say that Christ, God’s Son, was given 
for your so many and so great sins, who nevertheless have never 
been worthy yet of such grace.” 
2 

Our Lord Jesus Christ gave Himself for us that thus He might 
rescue us for Himself from this present evil world. 

Paul’s age was very evil indeed. It was the world of Cyprus 
and Antioch and Corinth and Ephesus and Rome and Tiberius and 
Messalina and Agrippina and Nero. Paul knew his world and 
etched a sensational and realistic picture of it in Rom. 1:18-32. 
The princes of this world crucified the Lord of glory and treated 
Paul, the greatest man in the world, as the filth of the world, 
the offscouring of all things. The present world is still an evil 
world. It is viewed as a cruel tyrant holding people in prison. 
We are sold under sin. Rom.7:14. See the drunkard in the 
deadly grip of the demon rum! See the slaves of opium! See the 
victims of sexual vice held as in a vise and ruining body and soul 
and their children! See how the cursed hunger for gold forces 
parents to kill their own children for the insurance money! See 
wives murdering husbands for their property! 

From the day Cain slew his brother Abel this world has been 
one vast Aceldama, a field of blood. “Man’s inhumanity to man 
makes countless thousands mourn.” Think of the World War. 
The world has not yet come out of the depths of the depression, 
and yet the governments are taxing the blood out of their hunger- 
ing people to pile up more deadly weapons to murder more count- 
less millions and make more widows and orphans. 

See how this evil world corrupts business, banking, politics, 
and society. See how it enslaves millions in idolatry, superstition, 
fanaticism, self-righteousness, infidelity, atheism, and satanic 
hatred of Christ. And this corruption breeds destruction. 

Our Lord Jesus Christ gave Himself for our sins that He 
might rescue us out of this wicked world. The strong Son of 
God forced open the prison and proclaimed liberty to the prisoners. 
He loosed our chains and set us free in the glorious liberty of 
the children of God. Sin and Satan can rule us no longer. We have 
forgiveness of sins and, with it, life and salvation, final salvation 
in heaven. 

Christ says: “Be of good cheer; I have overcome the world.” 
And by faith in Him we overcome the world. For whatsoever is 
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born of God overcometh the world; and this is the victory that 
overcometh the world — our faith. We are in the world but not 
of the world, not conformed but transformed. John 16:33, 14, 16; 
1 John 5:4,5; 4:4; 3:13,14; Rom. 12:2. 


3 

“According to the will of our God and Father” did Christ 
give Himself and rescue us. He said more than once: “I came 
not to do my own will, but the will of Him that sent me.” John 
4:34; 5:30; 6:38. 

If our Lord Jesus Christ gave Himself for our sins, then how 
sure is our salvation! If we are saved according to the will of 
God, our Father, then what a fatherly God we have! Then we 
surely can cry: “Abba, Father!” 

4 

“To our God and Father the glory forever and ever! Amen.” 
Staupitz told Luther, “It comforts me most that this teaching 
of the Gospel which is again coming to the light of day gives all 
honor and glory to God alone and none to man.” Luther adds: 
“Thus he comforted me; and it’s the truth. Then I cannot err 
nor sin; for I give to both, to God and to man, what rightly 
belongs to each.” 


“Lord, righteousness belongeth unto Thee, but unto us con- 
fusion of faces,” Dan. 9:7-9. “Not unto us, O Lord, not unto us, 
but unto Thy name give glory, for Thy loving-kindness and for 
Thy truth’s sake,” Ps. 115:1. 


5 


This is the Gospel of Paul. Well, what of it? Who is this 
man Paul? “Paul, apostle not from men, neither through man, 
but through Jesus Christ and God the Father, who raised Him 
from the dead,” whereby He was declared the Son of God. What 
an ambassador! August authority! Divine credentials! 

And this Gospel is not after man, and it was not received 
from man, but it came through revelation of Jesus Christ. It was 
the good pleasure of God to call Paul, and to reveal His Son in him, 
to preach Christ among the Gentiles. In like strain Paul’s pupil 
Luther wrote his elector, Frederick the Wise: “I have not received 
the Gospel from men, but from heaven, through our Lord Jesus 
Christ, so that I may well glory, as I henceforth shall do, in being 
able to style myself a servant and an evangelist.” Furthermore, 
when the Christians heard the persecutor of the faith is now a 
preacher of the faith, “they glorified God in me.” They rejoiced 
in justification by faith alone. Still more, when Paul on his way 
from Antioch to Jerusalem told of the conversion of the Gentiles, 
he caused great joy unto all the brethren in Phenicia and Samaria, 





592 Lectures on Galatians 


Acts 15:3. Still more, it was by direct revelation that born-out-of- 
time Paul took the uncircumcised “dog” Titus to the sacred soil 
of Jerusalem under the very shadow of the Temple. There “false 
brethren, who came in privily to spy out our liberty which we 
have in Christ Jesus, that they might bring us into bondage,” 
demanded that Titus be circumcised. “To them we gave place 
in the way of subjection, no, not for an hour, that the truth of 
the Gospel might continue with you.” Titus was not circumcised. 
These Judaizers were crushed under the guidance of the Holy 
Spirit by Peter, and James, and John, and others, Acts 15. These 
three, “who were reputed to be pillars” of the mother Church 
at Jerusalem, did not lay their hands on Paul in ordination, or 
confirmation; “they gave to me the right hands of fellowship.” 
Paul, John, Peter, James—what a quartet of world historic 
giants! And the world’s most epochal clasping of hands! Paul 
was an equal among equals. He stood on his own feet, wholly 
independent of any man on earth. If there was any distinction, 
it was in his favor. While the others were called by Christ in the 
days of His humiliation on earth, Paul was called by Christ in 
His exaltation in heaven at the right hand of God the Father 
Almighty. Paul was not an autodidact, self-taught, but a theo- 
didact, God-taught. And so his is the genuine Gospel. It is 
justification by faith alone, not faith plus works. And so he calls 
every other “gospel” a different “gospel,” which is not another 
gospel at all but which perverts the Gospel of Christ. And so 
he adds: “But even if we or an angel from heaven should preach 
unto you any gospel other than that which we preached unto you, 
let him be anathema!” — accursed. 

Terse and trenchant, tremendous and terrific words to startle 
the world! Yes, but they did not escape him in the heat of 
passion. He means every word, and so he repeats: “As we have 
said before, so say I now again, If any man preaches unto you 
any gospel other than that which you received, let him be 
accursed.” 

Why these words of burning emotion? Because of his burning 
devotion. “I marvel that ye are so quickly deserting Him that 
called you in the grace of Christ, unto a different gospel.” And 
that is: “Except ye be circumcised, ye cannot be saved,” Act¢ 15:1. 
“If ye be circumcised, Christ shall profit you nothing,” replied 
Paul, Gal.5:2. The terms were clearly defined and the issue 
joined. It was a pitched battle of life and death between justifica- 
tion by faith alone in Christ and justification by works. He warns 
his converts of their deadly danger and rallies the wavering ranks 
to make a firm stand against their subtle foe. As a good soldier 
of Jesus Christ, he was fighting the good fight of faith. He dashed 
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off the most astounding letter of all literature, and this sword of 
the Spirit he thrust into the very heart of Antichrist. 

Paul’s words cursing the false teachers have been nailed to 
the mast, and they are flying at the head of our Formula of Con- 
cord of 1580. The curse that crowns the 135 curses of the holy 
fathers of Trent is the curse that curses Christ’s and Paul’s and 
Luther’s justification by faith. “If any one shall say that justify- 
ing faith is nothing else but a trust in the divine mercy, remitting 
sins for Christ’s sake, or that it is this trust alone by which we are 
justified, let him be accursed.” Sess. 6, Can. 12. 

A sad case of so quickly deserting Him who called him in 
the grace of Christ is that of Bishop Briconnet of Meaux. In 1576 
he told his people, “Even should I, your bishop, change my speech 
and teaching, beware that you change not with me.” Alas! he 
could not endure the papal persecution, and so he quickly deserted 
Him who had so graciously called him and fell back into the 
“gospel” of Romanism, which is not a gospel at all. Thank God! 
the people remained faithful and suffered persecution. 

A fine case of standing fast. 

Henry III said, “I shall be compelled” to give the famous 
Bernard de Palissy up to his popish enemies to be killed unless 
he changes his Protestant faith. The bold reply was: “You have 


often said to me, Sire, that you pitied me; but as for me, I pity 
you, who have given utterance to such words as, ‘I shall be 
compelled.’ These are unkingly words; and I say to you, in royal 
phrase, that neither the Guises nor all your people nor yourself 
are able to compel a humble manufacturer of earthenware to 
bend his knee before statues.” 


SECOND LECTURE 
THE GOSPEL 
Gal. 2:11-21 


1. The Saving Gospel 

The Son of God loved me. 

The Son of God, true God, begotten of the Father from 
eternity, very God of very God, begotten not made, being of one 
substance with the Father, by whom all things were made — this 
majestic Son of God loved me. He loved me, the ungodly rebel, 
who persecuted the Church of God. He loved me, the chief of 
sinners. “Strong Son of God, immortal Love!” 

The Son of God loved me and gave Himself up for me. He 
gave Himself all the way from the cradle at Bethlehem to the 
cross on Calvary. He gave His all, and He gave Himself for me. 
He gave Himself up for my sins. 


38 
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He gave Himself up for me an Offering and a Sacrifice to God 
to save me from the wrath to come. He put away sin by the 
sacrifice of Himself. He who knew no sin was made sin for me, 
that I might become the righteousness of God in Him. He gave 
Himself for me, the Righteous for the unrighteous, to bring me 
to God. 

He gave Himself for me, in my stead, as my substitute, to 
receive the punishment for me and make expiation for my sin, to 
make the vicarious atonement. This is a most personal matter 
between my Savior and my own soul alone. Eph. 5:2,6; 2:3; 
1 Thess. 1:10; 5:9; 1 Pet. 2:24; 3:18; Rom. 8:2,5; 5:9. 

Jesus paid it all, all the debt I owe; 

And nothing, either great or small, 
Remains for me to do. 

In my place condemned He stood, 

Sealed my pardon with His blood. 

Alleluia, what a Savior! 

Germany’s greatest artist made a fine copper plate of the 
Birth with these words, “The holy Child has been born for my 
people also, and also for me, Albrecht Duerer of Nuernberg. 
A.D. 1504.” Can you sign that? 


2. The Effect of the Gospel 


The effect is twofold —death in Christ and life in Christ. 
It is given in a threefold paradox, or seeming contradiction. 

la. I have been crucified with Christ. 

Christ is the Head of His body, and by faith I am a member 
of His body. Eph. 1:22, 23; 5:30; 1 Cor.6:15,19. And so what 
happened to Him also happened.to me. 1 Cor.12:12-27. Christ, 
my Head, was crucified, and so I have been crucified with Him. 
Again, we thus reckon, that, if one died for all, then were all dead. 
Therefore reckon yourselves dead to sin. I died legally to the 
Law, as the Law demanded, and thus satisfied all its demands. 
Death discharges all debt. He that is dead is free from sin. 
Gal. 5:24; Rom. 6:4-11; 7:4-6; 8:16,17; 10:4; 14:8; 2 Cor. 5:4, 15; 
1 Thess. 5:10; Heb. 9:14. 

b. Nevertheless I live. 

Through the Law I legally died to the Law. Not indeed that 
I might live to sin, but live unto God, live a godly life, pleasing 
to God, to offer up spiritual sacrifices, acceptable to God through 
Jesus Christ. Crucified with Christ, buried with Christ, quickened 
with Christ, raised with Christ, live with Christ. 1 Pet. 2:5, 20; 
Rom. 6:1-14; 7:4-6; 12:1; 8:10,11; Eph.2:1-10; Phil. 3:10. 

2a. But it is no longer I that live —. 

b. On the contrary, Christ liveth in me. 
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Christ, my Head, rules me, His body. Jesus Christ is in me, 
in my heart, by faith. The mind of Christ is in me. For me to 
live is Christ. As a slave has no will but his master’s, as a soldier 
has no will but his captain’s, as a priest has no will but his god’s, 
so I have no will but Christ’s. Eph.3:17; 5:30; 1:22, 23; Phil. 
1:11; 2:5; 2 Cor.13:5; John 15:2-5; 6:67. 

3a. That life which I now live in the flesh — yes, I am still 
in my frail human body, and I must attend to its daily needs like 
everybody else. But that physical life is not my real life. Really 
and truly and at bottom my life is a spiritual life in faith. 

b. I live in faith, the faith which is in the Son of God. That 
faith is the atmosphere in which I live and move and have my 
being. We walk by faith, not by sight. Acts 17:28; 2 Cor.5:7; 
4:18. Christ is the Life and the Bread of Life, and His words are 
life, and He giveth life. By the Gospel He breeds and feeds that 
faith and life. I am a pilgrim in the world, but my citizenship is 
in heaven. I live in the world, but my mind is fixed above where 
Christ is. I live in the world, but the life of Jesus is to be made 
manifest in my body. I live in the world, but for me to live is 
Christ. To live for Christ is life indeed, the only life. “She that 
giveth herself to pleasure is dead while she liveth.” I died, and my 
life is hid with Christ in God. When Christ, who is my Life, shall 
be manifested, then shall I also be manifested with Him in glory. 
Phil. 1:21; 1 Cor.3:3,4; 2 Cor. 4:10,11; 1 Tim.5:6; Luke 15:24; 
Rev. 3:1; Rom. 8:10. 

Luther urges: “Teach right as to faith, that through it you and 
Christ are so united that out of you and Him there comes one 
person, so to speak. Then you may dare to say cheerfully, ‘I am 
Christ’ — not personally, but Christ’s righteousness, victory, life, 
and all He has is my very own; and that Christ may also say, 
‘T am this poor sinner’; that is, all his sin and death are My sin, 
My death, since he by faith clings to Me and I to him, yea, live 
in him.” 


3. The Gospel Defended 


This blessed, saving Gospel Paul had to defend. Against 
whom? Against Peter! Yes, Peter! 

When Peter came to Antioch he was eating with the uncir- 
cumcised Gentile Christians. Then came certain — note the 
scorching scorn in the “certain’—from James of the mother 
church in Jerusalem and taught the brethren: “Except ye be 
circumcised after the custom of Moses, ye cannot be saved,” Acts 
15:1,2. Paul and Barnabas had no small dissension and ques- 
tioning with them. Now Peter drew back and separated himself 
gradually from the Gentile Christians, fearing them that were of 
the circumcision. And the rest of the Jewish Christians dis- 
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sembled likewise with him; insomuch that even Barnabas was 
carried away with their hypocrisy. “Even Barnabas” — what a 
world of pathos in that little “even.” You, too, Barnabas? 
Heartbreaking! 

Buergermeister Guericke of Magdeburg built a huge barometer, 
thirty feet high, the index being the figure of a man. In fair 
weather he stood grandly above the roof of the house; but when 
a storm was brewing, he dropped out of view for safety. That is 
what Peter was doing. It is easy to imagine how the Gentile 
Christians must have been deeply offended by such hypocrisy of 
Peter and Barnabas and the others. And justly so. For by his 
action Peter sided with the false brethren, who insisted the Gentile 
Christians must be circumcised according to the custom of Moses 
or they could not be saved. 

Here was the first great crisis in the Christian Church. The 
vital question at issue was justification by faith in Christ Crucified 
or justification by the works of the Law of Moses. Peter was a 
friend; Barnabas was a friend; but a greater friend was truth. 

Paul rushed to the rescue, Paul against the world. “I resisted 
Peter to his face, because he stood condemned.” He stood self- 
condemned, condemned by his own action. He acted against his 
better knowledge; he acted against his own former words; he 
acted against his own former action. Acts 10 and 11; 15:6-11. 

“When I saw that they walked not straightforward according 
to the truth of the Gospel, I said to Peter before all, If thou, 
though a Jew, livest like the Gentiles and not like the Jews, how 
is it thou forcest the Gentiles to Judaize?” By his hypocrisy Peter 
was really morally forcing the Gentile Christians to be circumcised 
in order to be saved. Really a rejection of the Savior. Paul puts 
a world-historic single simple question. There was simply no 
answer to it. A single question virtually settled the most momen- 
tous question in the infant Church. Paul’s question was sharper 
than any two-edged sword, piercing even to the dividing of soul 
and spirit, of both joints and marrow, and quick to discern the 
thoughts and intents of the heart, Heb. 4:12. 

Going on, Paul with fine tact includes himself: “We, though 
Jews by nature and not sinners of the Gentiles, have come to 
know that man is not declared righteous by works of Law, but 
only through faith in Jesus Christ; even we believed in Christ 
Jesus that we might be justified by faith in Christ, and not by 
works of Law, because by works of Law shall no man be justified.” 
And this is nothing new, for the psalmist had taught the same 
precious truth hundreds of years ago, and so Paul triumphantly 
clinches his argument by pointing to Ps. 143:2. The same passage 
he uses again to prove his justification by faith in Rom. 3:20, 28. 
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At this point is the great victory; all that follows is commen- 
tary. Luther says: “In these few words Paul puts the chief article 
of the whole Christian teaching, which alone makes real Chris- 
tians understand this article rightly and purely. Then we have 
the true heavenly sun. But if we lose it, we have nothing else 
than a hellish darkness.” 


Comes now the objection, If the sinner is declared righteous 
by faith in Christ without works, does that not open the door to 
sin? Nay, does it not make Christ Himself a helper of sin? With 
holy horror Paul indignantly spurns the detestable blasphemy, 
“God forbid!” Luther says: “Every one who teaches that faith in 
Christ does not justify unless a man also keep the Law, such a 
man makes Christ a minister of sin; he makes out of Him a law- 
teacher, who teaches just that and nothing else than Moses 
teaches. So can Christ, then, be no Savior and grace-giver, but 
would be only a cruel tyrant, who demands of us merely im- 
possible things, not one of which any man can fulfil.” 


Paul now kindly puts his mailed fist into a velvet glove, going 
on as if speaking of himself: “By faith-righteousness I tore down 
the prison of work-righteousness; and if I now go back to the 
Law of Moses, I again start building up what I had torn down. And 
then I prove myself a transgressor of the Law, and so I am con- 
demned by the Law. That is what Peter was doing. I do not 
make void the grace of God; for if righteousness is through Law, 
then Christ died for naught,” without a cause. Heb.10:29. That 
is actually done by Peter in observing the Law of Moses. God’s 
grace in Christ Crucified is all, or it is nothing at all. But we 
are justified by faith in Christ. 

If eloquence is logic on fire, here was eloquence. Demosthenes 
against Philip, Cicero against Catiline, Burke against Warren 
Hastings, Webster against Hayne—all beggarly compared with 
Paul against Peter. Only second to it is Luther’s speech before 
Kaiser and Reich at Worms. 


What was the effect of this amazing and volcanic Antioch 
speech? Did Peter again go out and weep bitterly? Paul writes, 
“T resisted,” and the Greek implies, “with success.” There is no 
record that Peter replied. What in all the world could he have 
replied? He could take the rebuke. Later he praised “the wisdom 
of our beloved brother Paul” and put “all his epistles” on the 
same level with “the other Scriptures,” 2 Pet. 3:15, 16. 


Let us with Luther say very humbly: “If Peter fell, I can 
fall.” Then let us with Luther say very trustfully: “If Peter rose, 
I can rise.” 


Ernest Renan calls these two chapters “the two most important 
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pages for the study of nascent Christianity,” and Sir William 
Ramsay holds them “the most wonderful preface to the most 
remarkable letter that ever was written.” 

P.S. Neither with microscope nor telescope nor periscope 
nor hydroscope nor fluoroscope can we detect a Pope in Peter 
at Antioch. 

Milwaukee, Wis. Wrtt1am DALLMANN 

(To be continued) 
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The Means of Grace from the Administrative Angle 


The topic which is here to be briefly treated, chiefly on the 
basis of a problem which has recently been suggested for discus- 
sion, has been broached in the columns of this journal before, 
although not in an exhaustive manner.* It is clearly not a mere 
academic question, nor may it be placed in the category of the 
adiaphora or a priori included in the field of casuistry, although 
certain situations may cause it to be placed under that heading. 
The problem, as it is before us, involves chiefly three loci in dog- 
matics, namely, De Ecclesia, De Ministerio Ecclesiastico, and 
De Sacramentis. As we take up the questions concerned, we 
become increasingly aware of the fact that we are not dealing with 
a matter of scholasticism, but with a problem that touches closely 
upon doctrines that are in no way in controversy in the Lu- 
theran Church. 

If we want to see and judge clearly in this matter, we must 
acknowledge chiefly two facts, both clearly set forth in Holy Writ. 
The first is this, that a Christian congregation (local church) is 
not a mere casual, occasional, or temporary gathering of Chris- 
tians, but the permanent organization of Christians professing the 
same faith who have locally established the ministry of the Word 
in their midst and exercise the Office of the Keys. The truth of 
this statement is apparent to any one who so much as takes a 
concordance and reads the passages in which the word éxxAnoio. 
occurs in the New Testament. Scripture clearly associates this 
term, if applied to a corporate or visible entity restricted to one 
city or locality, with the concept of the local church (Lokal- 
gemeinde). Paul and Barnabas arranged to have every congre- 
gation along their route of travel elect its elders. Acts 14:23. 
Cp. Acts 8:1; 15:22; Rom.1:7; 16:5; 1 Cor.4:17; 16:19; Phil. 
4:15; Col. 4:15; 1 Thess. 1:1; 2 Thess.1:1; Philemon 2; 1 Pet. 5:13; 
Acts 13:1; 20:17; Rev. 2:1, 8, 12, 18; 3:1, 7, 14; 1 Cor.1:2; 2 Cor. 


* See Vol. I, 588—590; II, 818—825. 
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1:1; 2 Cor.8:1,18. Such local congregations are described in 
Holy Writ as being units endowed with special functions, with 
privileges, responsibilities, and duties which presuppose a per- 
manent or continued existence, activities which in their very nature 
could not be associated with a casual, temporary, or occasional 
gathering of Christians. This is apparent in particular from 
Matt. 18:15-18, where the form and manner of Christian dis- 
cipline is described, but also from 1 Cor.5:4 and 2 Cor. 2:6-10. 
Even occasional historical remarks point in the same direction. 
Thus Acts 2:47 tells us that “the Lord added to the church daily 
such as should be saved,” the holy writer thereby indicating that 
the congregation at Jerusalem had a permanent organization, to 
which members were added by the process of growth, Acts 5:14; 
6:1, just as the congregation was later diminished in size on 
account of the persecution which followed the murder of Stephen, 
Acts 8:1. Later the congregation again grew in size, Acts 15:4, 12 
(this in the year 49 A.D.), and in the year 58 there were many 
thousands who were affiliated with the congregation at Jeru- 
salem. The fact of the permanent character of the body described 
in Scripture as the local congregation is brought out also in 
Acts 11:26, where it is stated that Paul and Barnabas assembled 
themselves a whole year with the church and taught much people. 
Hence the definition of a local congregation as given above is in 
full accord with the description given in the New Testament. 

The second fact which clearly appears from Holy Writ is 
this, that the public administration of the means of grace in the 
Christian congregation is not a matter of any person’s arbitrary 
choice, so that he alone (or possibly even a group) may arrogate 
to himself rights and privileges in teaching the Word of God and 
in administering the Sacraments. The universal spiritual priest- 
hood of all believers, according to 1 Pet.2:9 and many other 
passages, is a God-given blessing and privilege, and all Christians 
are to use and exercise the rights and duties of this priesthood, 
particularly in carrying out the provisions of the Great Commission, 
Matt. 28:19, 20, in making known the message of salvation to 
others, in teaching their children and their household, and in 
teaching and admonishing one another in psalms and hymns and 
spiritual songs. We find Luther making some rather sweeping 
remarks on this thought, very likely with reference to the state- 
ment “All things are yours,” 1 Cor.3:21b, in his treatise on “How 
Ministers Should be Chosen”: “We firmly insist upon this, that 
there is no other Word of God than that alone which is com- 
manded to all Christians to proclaim; that there is no other 
Baptism than that which all Christians may administer; that there 
is no other commemoration of the Lord’s Supper than that com- 
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mitted to every Christian, which Christ has instituted for observ- 
ance; also that there is no other sin but that which every Christian 
may bind and loosen; also that there is no sacrifice but the body 
of every Christian; also that no one can and may pray but only 
the Christian; in addition that no one should judge concerning the 
doctrine but only the Christian. But these are truly the priestly 
royal offices.” (St.Louis ed., X, 1590.) Yet Luther and all the 
faithful teachers of the Church, as we shall presently see, was 
most careful to point out that no one should publicly “teach and 
admonish the congregation and administer the holy Sacraments 
but only those who have been called by the congregation and to 
whom the ministry is committed.” (Sermon on 1 Pet. 2:5. St. Louis 
ed., IX, 1173.) It is the same truth which is so emphatically 
stated in Article XIV of the Augsburg Confession, in the well- 
known words “That no one should publicly teach in the Church 
or administer the Sacraments unless he be regularly called.” 

The relation between the congregation and the ministerial 
office is well described by Pieper (Christliche Dogmatik, ITI, 502): 
“By the public ministry we here understand the office in the nar- 
rower sense, namely, the office through which the means of grace, 
originally and inalienably entrusted to the Christians, are admin- 
istered by the commission of the Christians, that is, von Gemein- 
schafts wegen. The ministry in this sense presupposes the existence 
of Christian congregations. Only where there is previously a 
congregation can the public ministry be established. ... That the 
public ministry presupposes the existence of congregations must 
also be concluded from the fact that the Scripture speaks of con- 
gregations as units and of every individual member of them as 
the objects of the activity of this office. Thus 1 Tim.3:5; Acts 
20: 28,31; 1 Pet.5:3. Hence this office and its functions are called 
‘public’ not on account of the location where they are carried on 
but in the sense of: by commission of the congregation and in 
the service of the congregation, just as we, in civil life, speak of 
public servants and public service with respect to those who are 
in the service of the state. Hence the functions of the public 
ministry are ‘public’ not only when its incumbents proclaim the 
Word to an entire assembly but also when they minister to the 
individual souls in private pastoral care.” 

With this background of Bible-truth to guide our discussion, 
we can now approach the real problem, that of the administration 
of the means of grace, with specific reference to the boundaries 
or limitations set by the Word of God in the manipulating of 
these blessings, as entrusted to the believers on earth. “All things 
are yours,” writes the apostle, not, however, with the intention of 
opening the doors to license and arbitrariness. According to the 
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word of the Lord in Mark 16:15 and in Matt. 28:19, 20 all believers 
are indeed expected to go out into all the world and preach the 
Gospel to every creature. And this command is limited only by 
the functions, obligations, and duties which God has given to the 
ministry of the Word. Christians are to show forth the praises of 
Him who has called them out of darkness into His marvelous light, 
1 Pet. 2:9. Parents are to bring up their children in the nurture 
and admonition of the Lord, Eph. 6:4, which, by a comparison with 
Deut. 6:6, 7, means that they are to teach their children the Word 
of the Lord and train them in ways of true sanctification. Chris- 
tians are to let the Word of God dwell in them richly in all 
wisdom, Col. 3:16, and the mutual admonition is made a feature of 
this teaching. Numerous other passages could well be added here 
to show that the Lord is serious about making the believers every- 
where responsible for the spread of the Gospel. 

But any activities along this line are not to interfere with the 
functions of the ministry as instituted by the Lord. The proclama- 
tion of the Word of God in the public assembly of the congrega- 
tion is, by the call of the congregation, delegated to the servant of 
the Word. Whenever, therefore, the Word of God is to be taught 
and applied by commission of the congregation and in the service 
of the congregation, this is to be done by the pastor or by his 
duly appointed representative. This applies also to all persons who 
occupy auxiliary offices in the church (parish-school teachers, 
Sunday-school teachers, elders or deacons, deaconesses, parish 
workers), and it is contrary to the evident intention and will of 
the Lord if any person arrogates to himself the right to preach 
and teach von Gemeinschafts wegen unless commissioned to do so. 
Thus any Christian, in calling upon a sick brother or sister or on 
one in need of special comfort and consolation, may impart such 
assurance from the Word of God as a fellow-Christian. But only 
the pastor will pronounce the absolution upon a person in need of 
it “by virtue of his office, as a called and ordained servant of the 
Word,” as a function of the public ministry and in accordance 
with the call received from the Christian congregation. The so- 
called “sick committees” of the various church organizations should 
be instructed and trained in accordance with these principles. 

This conclusion is reached also by Luther in several of his 
writings. In his sermon on Ex. 3:1 he states: “This is the call of 
the public office among the Christians. If one should (however) 
come into an assembly where there are no Christians, one might 
do as the apostles did and not wait for a call.... If one should 
say: Here are no Christians; I want to preach and instruct them 
concerning the Christian faith, and then a company should gather 
and choose and call me as their bishop, then I should have a call.” 
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(St. Louis ed., III, 723.) And in his treatise “That a Christian 
Congregation Has Power and Authority,” etc., Luther writes: 
“Now you say: How is this? If he is not called, he may not preach, 
as you yourself have so often taught. Answer: Here you must 
put the Christian into two categories. In the first place, if he is in 
a locality where there are no Christians, he requires no other 
call than that he is a Christian, called and anointed by God by an 
inner call; there he owes it to the erring heathen and non- 
Christians to preach and to teach the Gospel from the duty of 
Christian love, even though no man call him to that end... . 
For in such a case a Christian, for brotherly love, looks upon the 
needs of the poor, corrupt souls and does not wait whether he be 
given a command or a letter from princes or bishops; for necessity 
breaks all laws and has no law; therefore love is under obligation 
to help where is no one else who does help or should help. In the 
second place, if he is in a locality with other Christians, who share 
the same power and authority with him, he should not presume 
upon power of himself, but he should let himself be called and 
placed at the head, in order that he may preach and teach in 
the stead and by the commission of the others.” (St. Louis, ed., 
X, 1544.) 

With regard to the administration of the Sacraments, the situa- 
tion is even more limited. As stated above, the right to administer 
the Sacraments in itself, as a power connected with the establish- 
ment and maintenance of the kingdom of Christ on earth, cannot 
be denied to any believer. On this point the statement of Luther 
quoted in the first part of this paper should be satisfactory to all 
who desire a clear presentation of the privileges of the priesthood of 
believers. But other considerations enter into the problem which 
we have before us, chiefly that of the relation of the Sacraments to 
the outward organization of the congregation as a communion, or 
corporate body. 

We consider, in the first place, the case of Holy Baptism, the 
sacramentum initiationis. This designation is used in a twofold 
sense. In the first and primary meaning of the term, Holy Baptism 
is the Sacrament of the reception into the membership of Christ, 
into the invisible Church, always presupposing, as a matter of fact, 
the presence of faith on the part of the catechumen or new member. 
This is plainly indicated in the words of Jesus: “He that believeth 
and is baptized shall be saved,” Mark 16:16, and in the Great 
Commission: “Make disciples of all nations (watntetoate) by bap- 
tizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the 
Holy Ghost,” Matt. 28:19; for the baptism in or into the name of 
Jesus Christ or in that of the Trinity had the object of making 
the baptized persons members of the body of Christ. The same 
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thought is conveyed in the well-known words of the apostle: “Ye 
are all the children of God by faith in Christ Jesus. For as many 
of you as have been baptized into Christ have put on Christ.” 
Gal. 3:26,27. Cp. also Rom. 6:3,4; Titus 3:5-7. If a person by 
faith accepts Christ as his personal Savior, Baptism is to him a 
seal of the forgiveness of sins. In this connection the term sacra- 
mentum initiationis is particularly appropriate of the baptism of 
infants, since in their case Word and water together effect or 
create faith, since the water of Baptism is comprehended in God’s 
command and connected with God’s Word. 

It should be noted here that we do not indeed assert the 
absolute necessity of Holy Baptism, as though it were impossible 
for a person who is not baptized to receive forgiveness of sins, 
life, and salvation. Baptism is not unconditionally and under all 
circumstances the sacramentum initiationis. In the case of adults 
faith is engendered, as a rule, by the Word of the Gospel, before 
Baptism is actually administered. Thus the reception of such an 
adult into the membership of the Savior is an accomplished fact 
even before he received the Sacrament. Circumstances may also 
make the application of the Sacrament impossible, as most likely 
in the case of the thief on the cross, or when the earthly element 
is missing, for example, when a person is converted in a desert 
where there is no water obtainable. We must also keep in mind 
the special cases of children who die before or during birth, or 
before emergency baptism can be applied, although in instances of 
this kind we cannot speak of the use of the Word of God in the 
usual way. We regard it as self-evident that Christian mothers 
pray for their children before and during birth, thus applying also 
the Word of God (cp. Luke 1:41-44), and we know that God on 
His part is not bound to the means of grace which He has ordained. 
But we firmly adhere to the fact that all Christians are, by God’s 
order, directed and commanded to use the Sacrament of Baptism 
and that the contempt of the Sacrament is equivalent to despising 
the counsel of God intended for the salvation of men, as is stated 
of the Pharisees in Luke 7:30. It is not a matter of a vis magica, 
but of an order of God, which He expects to be observed and 
followed by all those who are governed by His will. 

But we may speak of Holy Baptism as the initiatory Sacra- 
ment also in another sense. For it is not applied in an invisible 
manner, although it is primarily and in a most emphatic sense the 
Sacrament of reception into the communion of saints, the invisible 
Church. At the same time, however, it is a rite of initiation and 
represents the reception of the person who is baptized into the 
external or visible organization, the corporate body of the Christian 
congregation, and thereby, ceteris paribus, into the so-called ex- 
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ternal or visible Church, as it exists in the world and is so recog- 
nized by common consent and usage. The formula commonly 
employed, “received into membership by Holy Baptism,” is in full 
accord with the standing practice of the Church and is undoubtedly 
connected also with the example of the Apostolic Church, for we 
read of the effect of the great Pentecost sermon delivered by 
Peter: “Then they that gladly received his word were baptized; 
and the same day there were added unto them about three 
thousand souls,” Acts 2:41, the context clearly showing that the 
congregation as a corporate body is meant. This form of reception 
into the congregation by the act of baptism, also as initiatory rite, 
the Church has always observed. In the Lutheran Church in 
particular, which has the correct doctrine concerning the baptism 
of children, this view is clearly in evidence in the practice of 
speaking of the entire baptized membership of a congregation, 
which includes all those who have received Holy Baptism, young 
and old, children and adults. 

These considerations have a direct bearing upon our discussion 
of Holy Baptism from the administrative angle. While it is true 
that the Great Commission, Matt. 28:19, makes Holy Baptism a 
function of the universal priesthood, which makes it not only a 
right but, under circumstances, the duty of every Christian to 
administer the Sacrament of Baptism, and while the Articles of 
Visitation of 1592 repudiate the position of the Calvinists in denying 
the validity of emergency Baptism (cp. Cone. Trigl., 1156, 37), yet 
we do not in the practice of our Church disregard the divine order 
which makes the called ministers the stewards of the mysteries 
of God, 1 Cor.4:1. Because of the fact that Holy Baptism has 
the significance of an initiatory rite also into the congregation 
as corporate unit, the pastor is to assume the responsibility for 
such reception into membership. On this account, for example, 
we have the public ratification, or acknowledgment, of emergency 
baptism, chiefly by a testimony of the witnesses concerned in the 
act, not as though the Sacrament as performed by a layman was 
essentially in need of such ratification, but because the congregation 
which has received the baptized infant as a member is entitled to 
have the information that the act of baptism was performed in 
keeping with the institution of the Lord. It is partly with refer- 
ence to these considerations that the Lutheran Church continues 
the institution of sponsors and that most congregations rightly 
insist upon having Baptism performed in a public service of the 
church, since it signifies a reception of a new member or members. 
Still another point connected with the administration of Holy 
Baptism is that which might cause a congregation to inquire con- 
cerning a so-called “heretical baptism,” that is, one which was 





The Means of Grace from the Administrative Angle 605 


performed by a person whose own public confession or belief, 
with or without that of the body in whose midst he functions, is 
anti-Trinitarian and thus places him outside the Christian Church. 
Reception into the membership of a church-body cannot obtain 
when the one who ostensibly officiates in that capacity is not him- 
self a member of that church-body or acting as a fully acknowl- 
edged agent. (See C.T.M., III, 167 ff.) 

But what about the celebration of the Lord’s Supper from the 
administrative angle? What considerations must guide our dis- 
cussion here? Is its necessity in the life of the Christians to be 
placed on the same level with Holy Baptism? Do the rights of 
the universal priesthood extend also to the private or public 
exercise of the Office of the Keys as connected with the Eucharist 
and the public administration of the Sacrament? 

Viewing the problem before us from this angle, we are bound 
to admit that the Lord’s Supper, in spite of its great value and 
incomparable worth in the life of the Christian, cannot be placed 
on the level of even Holy Baptism so far as necessity is concerned, 
a fact which is also brought out in the designation sacramen- 
tum confirmationis, that is, the Sacrament which is intended to 
strengthen and confirm the believers in their Christian faith and 
life. If we are obliged to say, even of Holy Baptism, that it is not 
absolutely necessary, we must concede even more readily that the 
Sacrament of the Eucharist is only relatively necessary. In making 
this statement, we do not imply that faith may be retained if this 
Sacrament is despised or even deliberately neglected by such as 
are eligible to receive it (for this would be contrary both to its 
institution and its history), but that there are many factors which 
may suspend the celebration of the Holy Supper or postpone 
attendance at the sacred meal which could not be alleged in the 
case of Holy Baptism. At the same time the injunctions and 
ordinances of the Lord, the conditions which He associates with 
this Sacrament, are of a nature compelling us to draw the 
circle closer. 

It is evident, for example, that the Scriptures expect a greater 
amount of Christian knowledge and understanding of the Christians 
who partake of the Lord’s Supper than of the candidates for Holy 
Baptism. This appears not only from the words of institution, 
which require an understanding of the substitutionary atonement 
(“given and shed for you for the remission of sins”), but also 
from the other loci, namely, those in 1 Cor.10 and 11. In 1 Cor. 
10:16, 17, 21 the apostle presupposes an understanding of the fellow- 
ship with God and Christ, on the one hand, and with one’s fellow- 
believers, on the other hand, which is demanded of one who would 
partake of the Sacrament. In the passage 1 Cor. 11:17-34 still more 
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is demanded by the apostle, namely, the ability to distinguish 
between the Eucharist and a common meal, between the conse- 
crated elements and ordinary bread and wine, the understanding 
of worthiness and unworthiness with respect to the Eucharist, the 
training in examining oneself before partaking of the Lord’s Table, 
the recognition of the fellowship of faith and the common mem- 
bership of the believers in Christ. And if one examines these 
Scriptural requirements somewhat more closely, he will readily 
see that the Lutheran Church has a sound basis for other demands 
which it brings to the attention of those who wish to be enrolled 
as adult members, as communicants in the congregation, namely, 
at least some measure of the ability to distinguish between truth 
and error in testing the spirits (chiefly with regard to false doc- 
trines concerning the Sacrament), 1 John 4:1ff., the willingness to 
contend for the faith once entrusted to the saints, Jude 3, the 
readiness to give a reason for the hope that is held by the Chris- 
tians, 1 Pet.3:15, the promise to amend one’s sinful life, 1 Thess. 
4:3, growth in the knowledge of the truth, Heb. 5:12 to 6:3; Eph. 
4:14-16, and others. 

Now, we are bound to take note of the fact that these condi- 
tions for admission to the Lord’s Table, while not absolute demands 
with equal emphasis in the case of all communicants, are clearly 
noted in Scripture and that the responsibility for admission to the 
Lord’s Table is laid upon the Christian congregation. This includes 
not only the preliminary instruction of candidates for adult mem- 
bership, with the privilege of attending the Holy Communion, but 
also the subsequent conduct of members of the Christian congre- 
gation (and, in a measure, of the entire church-body to which the 
congregation belongs). For that the celebration of the Eucharist 
is, in an even greater degree than in the case of Holy Baptism, a 
function of the Christian congregation and of the called ministers 
of the Word appears not only from 1 Cor. 4:1, referred to above, 
but especially from 1 Cor.11. For it is clear that the apostle does 
not address individual Christians or such as may have gathered 
for a casual meeting, but he speaks to the éxxAnoia at Corinth. He 
writes: “when ye come together in the church,’ v.18, and im- 
mediately afterwards: “when ye come together, therefore, into one 
place,” v.20, evidently referring to the meetings of the congrega- 
tion for the purpose of celebrating the Eucharist, the Lord’s Supper. 
The same fact appears from the history of the Holy Supper in the 
Apostolic Church. For although the Eucharist at Jerusalem, Acts 
2:46, at Troas, Acts 20:7, and elsewhere was celebrated in the 
homes of members, this does not demand the assumption that 
families alone are concerned or that we are dealing with conven- 
ticles, for it is a well-known fact that the early congregations 
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distinguished between the public proclamations of the Word and 
the meetings of those who were actually communicant members, 
and the more intimate fellowship meetings were held in the large 
homes of wealthier members, with only bona-fide believers in 
attendance. The congregations in those days took their respon- 
sibility over against admission to the Lord’s Supper very seriously, 
and this attitude subsequently became so pronounced that it led, 
in connection with the disciplina arcani, to unpleasant misunder- 
standings and blasphemous suspicions on the part of non-Christians. 

These facts do not militate against the rights of the universal 
priesthood of the Christians, but they do direct the public use of 
the means of grace, specifically the participation in the Holy Com- 
munion. And in understanding the situation, we must also con- 
sider the Office of the Keys and the duty of Christian discipline. 
It is true that the individual believers possess the power of the 
keys; but the public administration of this power lies in the hands 
of the congregation as such and in that of the office of the ministry, 
established for that purpose. The Christian congregation according 
to the teaching of the New Testament, is responsible for the cele- 
bration of the Lord’s Supper and for those whom its pastor admits 
to the Lord’s Table, especially in the interest of avoiding offense 
or in removing the consequences of sins. (Cp. Pieper, Christliche 
Dogmatik, III, 443 f., 503—506.) ‘The statement of the Augustana: 


“It is not usual to give the body of the Lord, except to them that 
have been previously examined and absolved” (Art. XXV., Conc. 
Trigl., 69), is not the result of a mere historical development but 
represents the application of principles clearly set forth in the 
Word of God. 


To summarize briefly, then, at this point, we may state that 
the celebration of the Lord’s Supper should be in charge of the 
Christian congregation, 1. because it is historically connected with 
the Christian congregation; 2. because it presupposes congrega- 
tional membership; 3. because it should evidently be celebrated 
only under congregational supervision and control, since the re- 
sponsibility for those partaking of the Lord’s Supper has been laid 
upon the congregation. 

What conclusions must we draw from these facts? For one 
thing, that the functions of the universal priesthood do not include 
the administration of the Eucharist (except, perhaps, in certain 
unusual emergencies), since this Sacrament according to its essence 
is to be celebrated von Gemeinschafts wegen, by the congregation 
as such. This is the case also in private communions, for the pastor 
in such cases functions in a representative capacity, and ordinarily 
only the sick person receives the Sacrament, unless other members 
of the family are bona-fide shut-ins. In this connection we might 
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remember the practice of the early Church to deliver the conse- 
crated elements to the sick members of the congregation by the 
hand of the deacons, so that all communicant members of the 
congregation actually partook of the Eucharist at the same time. 
As emphatic as Luther is in his defense of the rights of the universal 
priesthood, as noted above, yet he refuses to leave the principle 
of Scripture concerning the congregational character of the cele- 
bration of the Sacrament. In his sermon on 1 Pet. 2:5 he writes: 
“These three offices He has given to us all. Because He is Priest 
and we are His brethren, therefore all Christians have power and 
command to preach and to proclaim God’s mercy and attributes, 
etc., and to step before God in order that one might pray for the 
other and sacrifice himself to God; yet, as St.Paul says, that 
everything be done in order, that not every one teach in the con- 
gregation and administer the holy Sacraments, but only those who 
have been called by the congregation and to whom the ministry 
is committed.” (St.Louis ed., IX, 1173.) 

Luther had occasion to refer in particular to group commu- 
nions in the homes, in families which might otherwise be deprived 
of the blessings of the Eucharist. In his treatise on How Ministers 
are to be Elected and Commissioned he writes (with reference to 
Christians in the diaspora): “For it would be far safer and more 
beneficial [namely than submitting to papal authority] that every 
housefather read the Gospel at home. And since the opinion and 
usage of the whole world by common consent permits laymen to 
baptize, my advice would be that fathers to whom children are 
born should baptize these themselves and thus, according to the 
doctrine of Christ, govern themselves and those entrusted to them, 
even though they do not receive the Lord’s Supper all their lives. 
For the Sacrament of the Altar is not absolutely necessary for 
salvation; but the Gospel and Baptism alone are sufficient in them- 
selves, because faith alone sanctifies and love alone lives properly.” 
(St. Louis ed., X, 1557.) And in another treatise, Of Communion 
in the Home, Luther states: “Answering the question which your 
good friend . . . has presented to you in writing and desires to have 
brought to my attention, this is my answer, namely, that you ought 
to indicate to your good sir and friend that he is not under obliga- 
tion to adopt this mode and to administer Communion to himself 
and his household, and, in addition, it is unnecessary, because he 
is neither called thereto nor has he a command; besides, if the 
tyrannical ministers of the Church, who should do so, refuse to 
give it tc him and his family, he may yet well be saved by his faith 
through the Word. It would also cause great offense to administer 
the Sacrament here and there in the houses, so that finally it will 
not come to a good end, but divisions and sects will follow. ... 
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For it is an altogether different thing about a public office in 
the Church and about a housefather in relation to his household. .. . 
One should not undertake anything without God’s certain com- 
mand, by mere devotion, for nothing good will come of it.” 
(St. Louis ed., X, 2224—2226.) It is evident that Luther, though 
he has specific cases in mind, was fully aware of the principles 
involved and did not hesitate to apply them. 

The fact that the celebration of the Lord’s Supper is a function 
of the Christian congregation should be kept in mind also in our 
days, as it was ever emphasized in the history of the Church. The 
celebration of the Eucharist by conventicles, ecclesiolae in ecclesia, 
as in the case of the Pietists, the Stundists, and other enthusiasts, 
was always definitely condemned by the teachers of the Church. 
In the history of our own Synod, conventions of synodical Districts 
and pastoral conferences have always celebrated the Lord’s Supper 
not as independent organizations or as temporary congregations 
but as guests of the local congregation in whose midst they were 
assembled. And it was always understood that lay members of 
the congregation which acted as host to the conference had the 
full right and privilege to partake of Holy Communion with the 
guests from other congregations (the pastors). It is not a mere 
tradition that laymen and parish teachers, on such occasions did 
not, as a rule, partake of the Lord’s Table (unless with a guest 
card); for it was understood that they had the opportunity of 
partaking of the Holy Supper at any time in their home congre- 
gation. The alleged difficulty concerning the infrequent Com- 
munion attendance of pastors may easily be solved if the congre- 
gations in whose midst a conference meets will always arrange a 
communion service, so that the visitors may partake of the Sacra- 
ment. And the custom of announcement in a more or less formal 
manner, also of having a confessor and of observing the safe- 
guards which the Lord has placed about the Holy Supper, should 
by no means be neglected or dropped. If a pastor feels the need 
of more frequent communions, he may well make it possible, by 
conferring with his congregation, to be excused at a time when a 
neighboring congregation is celebrating the Holy Supper, so that 
he will not be deprived of the blessings which are connected with 
the Sacrament. 

As for group communions of laymen in various church organ- 
izations, they are hardly compatible with the principles discussed 
at some length in the body of this paper. All the questions con- 
nected with the Holy Supper, those of a knowledge of the faith 
and life of the communicants, those pertaining to announcement, 
confession, close Communion, and others, argue against suth an 
innovation. The members of our congregations, old and young, 
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are to partake of the Sacrament in the congregation of which they 
are members, where their Seelsorger can give them the pastoral 
advice, admonition, and comfort which is required. The condi- 
tions at meetings of laymen in conventions are not favorable to 
quiet meditation and proper preparation for the worthy reception 
of the Sacrament. If the convention takes place in the midst of 
a congregation, this fact alone does not make the pastor of the con- 
gregation the Seelsorger of those in attendance at the convention. 
The conventions last one or two days, possibly a week — why 
should there be a special need for the Holy Communion in this 
short time? It is true, the local congregation might arrange for 
a celebration of the Lord’s Supper, and visitors might attend if they 
bring guest cards, but even then irregularities are bound to occur. 
And if the members of the visiting organization do not attend in 
a body (the one or the other not partaking with the group), 
invidious comparisons are bound to be made. If everything is 
done “decently and in order,” arrangements of this kind will not 
be necessary. P. E. KREtzMANN 


ADDENDUM 


Since there has been some discussion recently on the self-communion 
of the pastor, the following paragraphs from Meusel’s Handlexikon will 
offer a factual background for proper conclusions: 


“Hier ist nun noch eine innerhalb der lutherischen Kirche auch 
in neuerer Zeit vielverhandelte Frage zu beruehren, die Frage der 
sogenannten Selbstkommunion der Geistlichen, das heisst, ob der 
das Sakrament verwaltende Geistliche in dem Falle, dass kein 
anderer Geistlicher zugegen ist, der es ihm reichen kann, befugt 
ist, sich selbst dasselbe zu geben, beziehungsweise zu nehmen (se 
ipsum communicare). Vgl. J. LL. Koenig, Der jedesmalige Mitgenuss 
und das Selbstnehmen des heiligen Abendmahls von seiten des kon- 
sekrierenden Geistlichen, Demmin 1859, eine Schrift, welche viel 
geschichtlichen Stoff bietet, aber vielfach der rechten Kritik ent- 
behrt. Trefflich ist die Frage nach der geschichtlichen Seite be- 
handelt von Kliefoth, Liturgische Abhandlungen, Bd. 8, S. 117 ff. 
(die urspr.GDD. 2. Aufl., Bd.5). Von aeltester Zeit her herrschte 
in der Kirche unbeanstandet der Brauch, dass der ministrierende 
Geistliche in der Regel mitkommunizierte, und zwar so, dass er 
mindestens in dem bezeichneten Faile aus eigener Hand das Sakra- 
ment empfing. Daraus ergab sich mit dem Aufkommen der Win- 
kelmessen in der roemisch-mittelalterlichen Kirche der Missstand, 
dass der sich selbst kommunizierende Geistliche der einzige Kom- 
munikant war, und die Missdeutung, dass er auch im Empfang des 
Sakramentes die Gemeinde mittlerisch vertrete. Die lutherische 
Reformation hat zunaechst die Selbstkommunion des Geistlichen 
im Zusammenhang mit der Gemeindekommunion unbeanstandet 
gelassen. Luther in der Formula Missae vom Jahre 1523 sagt aus- 
druecklich: Deinde communicet tum sese tum populum. Vgl. Conf. 
Aug., Art. XXIV,34. Auch eine Reihe von lutherischen Kirchen- 
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ordnungen bis in den Anfang des 17. Jahrhunderts haben dieselbe 
teils zugelassen (wie der Unterricht der Visitatoren, Ausg. v. 1538), 
teils geradezu angeordnet (wie die Pfalz-Reuburger Kirchenord- 
nung v. 1543). Allein zunaechst der Gegensatz gegen das Unwesen 
der Winkelmessen fuehrte schon Luther zu Reflexionen, welche 
der Selbstkommunion ueberhaupt unguenstig waren (Walch, XVI, 
S. 1202: ‘Es ist eir.e Verwirrung des Amtes, wenn sich einer selbst 
kommuniziert, eben als wenn sich einer selbst tauft’; vgl. Art. 
Smale., p. II, Art. II, 8). Dazu wirkte weiter mindestens instinktiv 
der Gegensatz gegen reformiertes Wesen. Denn in den reformier- 
ten Kirchen ward von vornherein die Teilnahme des Ministranten 
an dem Mahl der Gemeinde ausdruecklich angeordnet, so zwar, 
dass derselbe, wie er Kelch und Patene einem andern der Kom- 
munikanten hingibt, so auch seinerseits beides von einem derselben 
empfaengt. Auch hierin kommt die oben bezeichnete Sakraments- 
auffassung zum Ausdruck, welche der déo1¢ im lutherischen Sinne 
widerstrebt. Demgegenueber haben die meisten lutherischen Kir- 
chenordnungen die Selbstkommunion der Geistlichen teils still- 
schweigend beseitigt, teils geradezu verboten (so zuerst die Bugen- 
hagensche Kirchenordnung der Stadt Goslar von 1531: ‘Ess sol nie- 
mand ihm selber das Sacrament reichen oder geben’), so dass schon 
im Laufe des 16. Jahrhunderts dieser Brauch allmaehlich ver- 
schwindet und etwa seit Mitte des 17. Jahrhunderts nur noch als 
kaum geduldete Ausnahme vorkommt. Den Hauptgrund fuer diese 
auffallende Erscheinung, dass die lutherische Kirche einen so ur- 
alten und allgemeinen Brauch hat fallen lassen, spricht ein Gut- 
achten der Wittenberger theologischen Fakultaet von 1612 damit 
aus, dass zum Abendmahl sowohl ddot¢ als Afjiwis erforderlich sei 
(vgl. bei Joh. Gerhard, Loci Theol., XXI, cap. IV, 18: ‘Da zum hei- 
ligen Abendmahl zwei Personen gehoeren, eine welche austeilt und 
eine welche nimmt, so duerfte der Geistliche richtiger und der Ein- 
setzung Christi entsprechender handeln, wenn er von einem andern 
und nicht von sich selbst das Sakrament empfaengt’). Dabei ist 
jedoch in der lutherischen Kirche nie verkannt worden, dass die 
liturgische dé01¢ an sich ein Adiaphora ist, und hervorragendste 
Theologen wie. Chemnitz, Gerhard, Hunnius haben die Selbstkom- 
munion des Geistlichen als mindestens im Notfall zulaessig be- 
hauptet mit der Begruendung, dass der Geistliche, auch wenn er 
aus eigner Hand das Sakrament nimmt, doch zugleich als dar- 
reichendes Organ Gottes fungiert. Daraufhin ist in neuerer Zeit, 
seitdem der Sakramentsempfang wieder zu hoeherer Wertschaet- 
zung gekommen ist, vielfach, namentlich in den 50er Jahren, aus 
den Reihen der Geistlichen die Forderung erhoben worden, dass die 
Selbstkommunion ueberhaupt oder unter gewissen Kautelen frei- 
gegeben werde. Denn es ist offenbar, dass durch das Verbot der- 
selben der grossen Mehrzahl der Geistiichen ein haeufigerer Sakra- 
mentsgenuss unmoeglich gemacht und damit auch die Moeglichkeit 
genommen ist, durch eigenes Beispiel die Gemeinden zu reizen. 
Der Gewaehrung jener Forderung scheint zunaechst entgegenzu- 
stehen, dass der Sakramentsempfang an vorgaengige Beichte und 
Absolutionsempfang geknuepft ist. Man hat erwidert (vgl. die 
Oesterreichische Kirchenordnung von 1571), dass diese Vorbe- 
dingung nicht absolut notwendig sei, dass der Geistliche sich in die 
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gemeine Absolution einschliessen koenne, dass er daneben wie bis- 
her Absolution wie Sakrament mitunter von einem andern Geist- 
lichen sich erteilen lassen moege. Wenn trotzdem von kirchen- 
regimentlicher Seite jener Forderung bisher ueberwiegend wider- 
standen worden ist, so scheint dafuer entscheidend gewesen zu 
sein, was Kliefoth a.a.O. S.123 anfuehrt, naemlich die Ruecksicht 
auf die Gemeinden, welchen die Selbstkommunion der Geistlichen 
anstoessig und widerspruchsvoll erscheinen muesse.” 

A simple and practical solution of the problem might consist in 
this, that a pastor, having properly instructed his congregation, be 
given the Eucharist by an elder designated for that purpose. (Cf. Fritz, 
Pastoral Theology, 141, 146.) 





é4-O— 
or 


Cntwiirfe iiber die von der Synodalfonferenz angenommene 
Cpiftelreihe 


Glfter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
2 Tim. 4, 1—8s8 


8 Babe einen guten Rampf gefampjt; id) habe den anf 
vollendet; id) habe Glauben gebhalten.” Ym dritten Gab fagt der 
Apojtel ohne Bild, was er in den vborigen Saben unter einem den 
athletifhen Spielen entnommenen Bild gum AWusdrud gebracdht hat. 
Er ijt in feinem Glauben fowobhl als auch in feiner AUmtsfiihrung feinem 
Gott und Geiland treu geblicben. Das foll jeder Prediger bon fid 
fagen fonnen, 1 Ror. 4,2. Worin befteht aber nun diefe Treue? Das 
gu iwifjen, ift widhtig fiir die Lehrer, damit fie ihr Amt treu ausridten, 
twobon fo biel abbangt, aber auch fiir die Hirer, damit fie ihren treuen 
Paftor recht ehren. Bn dem einen wie in dem andern Stic twird leidt 
und biel gefitndigt. 


Wann fimpft ein Prediger einen guten Kampf? 
1. Benn er das ecigentlidhe Biel ins Auge fat 
2. Benn er unentwegt den gottliden Anwei- 
fungen folgt 
1 

B.1. Der Apoftel erinnert an Chrifti Wiederfunft. Er wird dann 
an den Werfen den Glauben, begichungSweife den Unglauben, nach- 
tweifen und dDemgemak fein Urteil fallen, Matth.25,31—46. Diefer 
iingjte Tag, an dem das etwige Los der gangen Menfdhbeit entfdieden 
wird, Tiegt nicht in weiter Ferne. Angefidts diefer Tatfache befdwort 
der UApoftel jeden Predigcr, doch ja treulid) feines Amtes gu twarten. 
Das ijt aljfo das grope Endziel, das er ftets im Auge behalten mug, 
die ihm anbefoblenen Geelen durd) rechte Sandhabung de3 Wortes 
Gottes dabin gu bringen, daf fie ftehen fonnen bor de3 Menfden Sohn. 
Diefes Biel hat Paulus ftets im Auge behalten, und das Wbfehen eines 
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jeden Pajtors mus darauf geridtet fein, Freudigkett auf den Tag des 
Geridhts, Liebe gur Erjcheinung de3 HErrn gu wirfen. Cr darf fid 
diejeS Biel nicht durch allerlei Nebengiele, wohl gar auch unberedhtigte 
Biele, verriicen lajfen. 

Obwohl Paulus fic darauf gefagt machen mute, dag er bald 
verde gum Tode verurteilt und hingeridtet werden, bejdhaftigten fid 
pod) feine Gedanfen ganz und gar mit dem Werk der Seelenrettung. 
Xeder Paftor muk von demfelben Geift befeelt fein, und das wird dann 
dex Fall fein, wenn er an Chrijtum glaubt. Wenn CErreicung diefe3 
BielS dem Prediger Hergensfade ijt, hat er auch die rechte Triebfraft 
gur UusridGtung feines Umtes. Das Fejthalten des grogen Biels wird 
feinen Worten und Werfen die rechte Weihe verleihen, und die Horer 
werden merfen, er fudjt nidjt das Unfere, fondern un3, 2 Ror. 12, 14. 
Er wird ficeh dann auch nicht in allerlet untwidhtige Dinge verlieren, 
1 Zim. 1, 3—7. 

Vor allem muf ein Prediger auch auf jeine eigene Geligfcit bedacht 
fein, Phil. 3, 7 ff.; 1 Ror. 9,26.27. Er darf fein Geudhler fein, der 
andere felig macjen gu wollen vorgibt, um feine eigene Geligfeit aber 
fih nicht bemiiht. C3 mu ihm ernjtlich dDarum gu tun fein, daR er 
Glauben Halt; dann fann er gewif fein, daf auch ifm die Krone der 
Geredhtigfeit bereit liegt, und wird dann in feinen Wmtsleiden und vor 
allem im Tode nicht vergagen. Nur wenn er diefen Trojt hat, fann er 


fic) die rechte Umt3freudigfeit betwahren. 


2 

Wie fann nun ein Paftor fein Biel erreichen? Er muf fish nag 
Gottes Vorjdjriften ricdten. Bndem er das unentivegt tut, fampft er 
refit. B.2: ,Bredige das Wort”; ,,halte an“, wortlich: Sei da, fei 
bereit, namlich freimiitig aufgutreten, ,,e3 fet gur Beit oder zur Ungeit”. 
/ Bir ftimmen der Ausfiihrung D. Walthers in feiner ,Pajtoraltheologie‘ 
gu, wenn er fdreibt: ,Der Apoftel mill mit jenem ,,e3 fei gu rechter 
Beit oder zur Ungeit“ nur diefes fagen, daB ein Prediger, wenn e3 das 
Geil der Seelen und Gottes Chre verlangt, alfo wann und two immer 
die rechte Zeit dagu ift, das Wort Gottes predigen und nicht verfdhweigen 
folle, mdge e3 nun den Menfdjen lieb oder leid fein, ihnen gelegen oder 
ungelegen, redjtzeitig oder ungeitig erfdeinen.‘” (8. €. Rrebmann, 
Die Paftoralbriefe.) ,CGtrafe”; iiberfiihre die Zuhdrer ihrer Yrrtiimer 
und Giinden in Lehre und Leben. ,,Drohe”; Halte ihnen ifr Unredht 
bor, Damit fie wieder Suge tun. ,Crmahne”; Locke und reize gu allem, 
vas gut und Gott woblgefallig ift (evangelijde Ermahnung). Tu died 
alles ,mit aller Geduld und Lehre”. Gib mweder die Wahrheit preis 
nod verlebe durch fleifdlidien Born. Meine auch nidjt, daB du auf 
einmal alles erreicjen finnteft. Auch auf geiftlidem Gebict ijt ge- 
duldiges, fortgefebtes Begiefen und Pflegen gur CErgielung einer 
Ernte erforderlich, anhaltendes Antwenden de3 Wortes nad dem vier- 
facjen Ufus. 
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Nun nennt der Apojtel etwas, was die Geduld und Treue eines 
Paftors auf eine harte Probe ftellt, V.3. Die gefunde Lehre ijt die 
heilfame Lehre, Gefe’ und Evangelium. Die werden mance Zubsrer 
unertraglich finden. Gie werden fic) dann nad andern Lehrern umz- 
fdauen, B. 3.4, gunadjt bon einem redhtglaubigen Prediger gum andern 
faufen, jcjlieplich aber, weil fie eben die gefunde Lehre nicht Leiden 
fonnen, fich gu falfdjen Bropheten halten, die ihr Geliift befriedigen. 

Durd fold traurige Erfahrungen twird aber der treue Prediger 
fic) nicht an der rechten gottlicben Methode irremadjen lafjen; vielmehr: 
G.5. Faljfche Lehre hat ihren Grund im Enthufiasmus, der aus dem 
eigenen Ynneren Falfdhes hervorholt und eS fiir redhte Lehre ausgibt. 
Gin recht fampfender Prediger ijt nitchtern, ridtet fich im Glauben und 
Leben, in Lehre und Praxis nad der Haren Schrift und lagt fich nicht 
durd die Unduldjamfeit oder den Erfolg der Shivarmegeifter und Fabel- 
dichter und deren Anhang von dem feften Grund abdrangen. Er bleibt 
bei feinen Wniweijungen, fahrt unverdrojfen fort, das Werk eines Evan- 
geliften ausguridten, den Dienft am Wort voll und gang gu erfiillen, 
und nimmt das Rreug und Ungemad, die Miihe und Arbeit, die damit 
berbunden ijt, willig auf fic. 

Paulus ijt fiir alle Diener am Wort ein trefflides Vorbild. Die 
treue Wusrichtung feines Amts hat in feinem Fall gur Folge, dap er 
eines getwaltjamen Todes fterben muf, V.6. Hat er nun etiva deshalb 
die bon ihm befolgte Weife, Siinder felig gu madjen, verivorfen? Ym 
Gegenteil, auf allerfeierlicdjte befdwort er Timotheus und alle Pre- 
diger, diefe Weife innegubhalten; und eben daran, dak er felber dies 
getan bat, erfennt er, daR er einen guten Rampf gefampft hat und ibm 
bie Krone der Geredhtigfeit, die feierlide und Sffentlicke Gerecht{predung 
am Tage der Exrfdheinung Chrifti, guteil werden wird. 

Wohl allen Predigern, die nach des Apoftels Vorbild und Anz 
weifung ihr Amt ausridten! Mit ihm fonnen fie froblocden: B.7.8. 

Paul G BSirfmann 


Bwolfter Sonntag nad Trinitatis 
2 Ror. 3, 12—18 


Das Cvangelium diejfes Gonntags beridtet un3, wie YEfus einen 
Taubjtummen heilt, Mark. 7,31—37. Wir haben hier ein Bild der 
Vefehrung de3 Siinders gu Gott. Bon Natur find dem Menfden Obren 
und Serg verjdlofien; der natiirlicke Menjch fann das Wort Gottes 
nicht berftehen, 1 Ror. 2,14. Bn der Vekehrung sffnet der Heilige Geift 
ifm Obren und Herz. Von Natur fann der Menfoh weder denfen, reden 
nod tun, teas Gott gefallt; er ift ein Knecht der Siinde, Yoh. 8, 34; 
die Befehrung macht ihn von der Giinde frei. Ctwas Whnliches lehrt 
un der heutige Text. Wir betradten, 
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Was die Bekehrung bet dem Mtenfrhen wirkt 


1. Redhtes Verftandni38 der HSeiligen Sadrift, 
2. ¥reiheit bon der Giinde 


1 


Der Apoftel revet hier von den Yuden, die wohl die Schrift Hatten, 
fie aber nicht recht verftanden, teil fie nicht an Chrijtum glaubten. 
Gr erlautert die’, indem er an eine Begebenheit aus dem Alten Tejta- 
ment erinnert, 2 Moj. 34,29 ff. Wor dem Angefichte Mofis hing eine 
Decfe, fo dak die Kinder YSrael e3 nicht fehen fonnten. Go hing vor 
dem Volfe der Yuden eine Dede, dah fie das Alte Teftament nicht ver-= 
ftehen fonnten. Und da war nicht nur damals fo, fondern fo blieb 
03, 8.15. Den Yuden mar das redhte Verjtandnis de3 AWlten Tefta- 
ment berborgen, tveil fie Darin nicht Chriftum fudten und nicht an ifn 
glaubten. Nur wenn BSrael fic) befehren wiirde, fagt der Apoftel, 
twiirde e3 die Schrift recht berftehen, B.16. Gerabdefo fteht e3 jebt bei 
dem unbefehrten Menjdjen. 

Qwifdhen dem unbefehrten Menfden und der Heiligen Schrift 
hangt eine Dee. Mag ihm auch der Wortlaut der Sehrift befannt 
fein, fo fann er aber dDennod) die Sdhrift nicht verjtehen, 1 Ror. 2,14. 
Gr lieft mobhl, Gott habe die Welt in fedhs Tagen gefdajfen, aber das 
flingt ihm mie Unfinn. Gr Tieft, dak die Toten auferjtehen werden, 
aber da8 ijt ihm Torheit. Wir haben gewif fon mit folden Menfden 
geredet. Gie haben die Bibel gelefen und fonnen viel davon reden; 
aber fie haben viel daran ausgufeben. Gie finden Dinge in der 
Shrift, die fidh nicht mit ihrer Vernunft retmen, und fie wollen deshalb 
der Schrift nicht glauben. Weil das oft Menjfdhen find, die in fonjtigen 
Gachen fehr flug find, fo denft mandjer: Wielleicht haben diefe Leute 
recht; vielleicht ift da, toad die Bibel fagt, nidjt wahr. Manche laffen 
fich Daher in ihrem Glauben twanfend machen. Aber wir diirfen nicht 
bergefjen, dDaB das unbefehrte Menfden find und dak gwifden ifnen 
und Gottes Wort die Dede de3 Unglaubens hangt und fie darum die 
Schrift nicht verjtehen fonnen. 

Gang befonders zeigt fich das in begug auf den Geiland. Viele 
twiffen, twas die Bibel bon YEfu fagt; fie wiffen etwas von feiner 
Geburt, feinen Wundern, feiner Lehre und feinem Leiden und Sterben. 
Wher twwenn fie dies alles auch twiffen, fo find fie doch tweit davon ent- 
fernt, Buge gu tun und YEjum als ihren Seiland anguerfennen. Cine 
Dee hangt vor ihren Augen. Wir fennen gewif aud) folche Leute, die 
fin bon SEfu reden fonnen, aber nit an ihn glauben als ihren 
Gott und Seiland. Bei aller ihrer Schriftfenntnis fehlt ifnen die wahre 
Erfenninis, die Heil und Seligfeit mit fic bringt, die Erfenntnis, von 
der JEfus Yoh.17,3; 5,24.39 fagt. — Sobald jedod ein Menjdh 
befehrt wird, zum Glauben an feinen Oeiland fommt, wird ihm eben 
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dDadurd) die Dede, die ihm das Verftandnis der Schrift bisher unmiglig 
gemadt hatte, hintweggenommen. Cr fieht, was er zuvor nicht erfennen 
fonnte, 1Ror.2,14. Cr erfahrt die Wahrheit des Wortes 1 Kor. 1, 
21—25. Und je fleigiger er nun die Schrift Viejt, um fo Haver wird 
fie ihm, cin um fo helleres Licht auf feinem LebenSiwege. 


2 


Nod bon einer andern Wirkung der VBefehrung redet der Apojtel 
in unjerm Tert, B.17. Die Befehrung wirkt Freiheit von der 
Giinde. Durch den in der Befehrung gewirften Glauben an den Siinder- 
heiland wird die bon BEfu allen Menfdjen erworbene Vergebung, die 
allgemeine Medtfertigung, dem Glaubigen gugeeignet. Gott fpricht 
in der Befehrung dem glaubigen Giinder die Whfolution; und wen Gott 
freijpridt, der ijt fret in Tat und Wahrheit, fret gemadht durd den 
Sohn, Joh. 8,36. Val. Rim. 8,33; Lied 222,6. Der bekehrte Menfdh 
ijt feiner Seligfeit gang gewif, 2 Tim. 1,12; Rim. 8, 38. 39. 

Wher der befehrte Menfdh ijt auch in noch einer weiteren Hinjicdt 
bon der Giinde frei. Yn der Kraft Chrijfti, die ihm in der Befehrung 
gefdentt ijt, fampft er gegen die Sitnde, die ihn wieder in ihre KRnedt- 
{Haft fiihren mochte. Der alte Adam hangt ifm noch an, der Teufel 
berjucht ifn gur Gitnde. €8 fonnte einer bielleicht dDenfen: Mir find 
die Sinden bergeben; nun fann ich eben, wie id) will, und fude dann 
twieder Vergebung. Wher die Befehrung Hat in dem Chriften AWbfdeu 
gegen die Giinde gewirft. Der befehrte Menfd denft daran, wieviel 
e8 den Heiland gefojtet hat, ihn gu erlifen. Cr will durch fein frommes 
Neben dem Heilande feinen Dank erweifen. Cr hat die Siinde und 
fucht jie gu meiden. Cr mill gang frei bleiben bon der Gitnde. 
Er betet: ied 238, 5. 

So twanbdelt er fchon bier auf Erden als cin Freier, jo wird er je 
langer, je mehr bon dem fdandliden Siindendienft frei, bis er dDroben 
gur bollen Freiheit und RKRlarheit gelangt, BV. 18. Spr. 4,18. 

Sebht, das ift die Wirkung der Vefehrung, dagR der Mtenfch die 
Schrift verjtehen fann, dak ihm die Vergebung gugefproden, bom Giin- 
DdDendienft befreit wird und ein frommes Leben fiihrt, das Ende aber 
das etwige Leben”, Jtdm.6,22. Danfen wir Gott, dak wir befehrt 
find, dak wir ,folde Soffnung haben”, B.12. LaRt uns nun darum 
beforgt fein, dag Erfenntnis und Glaube wachfe ,bon einer Klarheit 
gu der andern”, B. 18. &. Miedner 


Dreizehnter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 


Saf. 1, 2—12 
Qn unferm Lert behandelt der heilige Schreiber cin Thema, das 
bon hidjtem Sntereffe fiir jeden Chriften ijt. Cr zeigt einen tiefen 
Cinblic in die perjonliden LebenSerfahrungen, die der Glaubige madt. 
CinerfeitS tweiR er, Dak er ein Rind Gottes des Hichften ijt; anbderer- 
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feitS findet er fich allerlet Widerwwartigfeiten audgejegt, gegen die er 
fampfen mug. Doch hat Gott, der nichts ohne befondere Whficht gulapt, 
aud) dabei feinen Ziwec im Auge. Aus diefem Gegenfab follen den 
Chrijten herrlice Fridhte erwwacdhjen. Daher ermuntert fie Jafobus: 


Brenet end, wenn ifr in Anfediungen fallet 
Denn 
1. Gie dDienen einem hHerrlidgen Zwed in diefem 
Reben 


2. Gie find bon hidfter Widtigfeit aud fiir die 
Ewigkeit ‘ 


Unfedhtungen find Erfahrungen, die allen Glaubigen ohne Wus- 
nahme gemeinfam find. Golange fie in diefer Welt find, wird Kreuz und 
Leid in manderlei Form ihr Los fein. Golche Anfechtung twird ber= 
urfadt durd das ifnen nod) immer anbaftende Fleijch mit feinen 
Liiften, Durch die Welt mit ihrem HafR gegen CHhrijtum und feine Finger 
und durd den Satan, der hinter beiden fteht mit feiner Tice. Golche 
Anfehtungen find dem Fleifd nit angenehm. Die Schmergen, die fie 
mit fich bringen, tun iweb, und der Chrift neigt dagu, traurig gu werden 
und fich felbft gu bemitleiden. Gegen diefe Gefahr warnt Yafobus jeine 
Briider, die Chriften feiner Beit, und mit ihnen alle Glaubigen bis an 
das Ende der Welt. Heralich ermuntert er fie, ihre Unfechtungen mit 
Sreuden gu ertragen, B. 2. 

Der menfdliden Vernunft freilic&h fheint dicfe Mahnung Torheit 
und Unfinn gu fein. Wie follte man fich itber itbel, die einem begegnen, 
freuen? Daher begriindet der heilige Schreiber feine Wufforderung 
mit B.3: ,Und wift, dak eures Glaubens Priifung Standhaftigfeit 
gur Folge hat” (Grundtert). Cin ftandhafter Glaube, der in der 
Unbill diefes Lebens nicht ins Wanken gebracht wird, ijt ein Bmwed der 
Unfecdhtungen. Doc der Glaube im Herzen des Chrijften geigt fic 
augerlid) in feinem Wandel und deshalb folgt VB. 4: ,,Die Standhaftig- 
feit foll cin vollfommenes Werf haben [Grundtert], auf dap ibr 
feid” uftv. Wnfedtungen follen auch dagu dienen, dak der Chrijt auf 
fein ganze$ Gandeln genau adhtgibt, um darin der Bollfommenheit 
immer ndaher zu fommen, die Gott an ihm fut. Cin ftandhafter 
Glaube und cin heiliges Leben, das ift de3 Chriften hidjtes Biel hier 
auf Erden. Wenn Anfedhtungen die Erreidung diefes BielS gum 
BZiwec haben, follte der Chrift fice dann nicht dariiber freuen? 

Sedoch mag dem Chrijten die ndtige gdttlide Weisheit fehlen, von 
Safobi Mahnung in BV. 2 iibergeugt gu fein. Das ift ein Beichen einer 
Sdhiwade, die entfernt werden muf. E83 gibt aber nur einen, der 
dies tun fann, namlich Gott, der allein die Gergen der Menjfdhen er- 
Teudjten fann, dag fie gittlidje Dinge verftehen. Wn den foll fic) ein 
fold) fchwader Chrift wenden in erjtem, briinftigem Gebet, das aus dem 
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Glauben fliekt, V.5.6a. Gott wird ihm feiner Schade wegen feine 
Voriwiirfe madden, fondern ihm geben, twas er anbaltend bittet. Dod 
darf fein Bimweifel, Mangel an Gottvertrauen, in de3 CHhrijten Gebef 
fic) einfedileidjen; fonjt fann e$ nicht erhirt werden, B. 6—8. 

Hieran fiigt Jafobus siwei Veifpiele, wie Anfedhtungen dem Chrijten 
gum bejten dienen follen. Das erfte in B.9. Der Chrift, der in 
irdijher Hinfidt niedrig ift, das heift, arm, unangefehen und der- 
gleicjen, foll nicht an diefer Tatjadhe AnjtoR nehmen, fondern fich feiner 
geiftliden Sihe, dak er ein erlijtes Kind Gottes ijt, rithmen. Da3 
atweite Beijpiel ijt der Meiche, BV. 10.11. Shm fann fein Reichtum gum 
Verderben werden, wenn er fich nicht feiner Nichtigfeit bemwuft bleibt. 
Nur gu leicht wird ein Reicher ftolz, briiftet fich mit feinen irbdijchen 
Giitern, itberhebt fich und verachtet Gott. Davor foll er fich hiiten und 
Darauf fehen, dak die Anfedhtung, die ihm der Reichtum bereitet, ihm 
gum beften ausfdlage. Dann fann auch er fich iiber die Anfedhtung 
freuen. . 


Obtwohl Anfedhtungen fchon in diefem Leben fo jfchone Friichte 
geitigen, fo wird dod) deren bolle Widhtigfeit fiir das Wobhljein des 
Chriften erjt im Senfeits offenbar. Ym Hinblic darauf preijt Yafobus 
{don jebt den felig, der die Anfedhtung, die ihn trifft, geduldig ertragt 
und die GlaubenSprobe befteht, BV. 12a. 

Gott hat folchen, die bis an ihr LebenSende ftandhaft in ihrem 
Chrijtentum beharren und nicht fallen, einen himmlifden Lohn verz- 
heigfen, den wir Chrijten ja nicht aus den Augen lajjen follen, B. 12. 
Val. 1 Kor. 9, 25; 2 Tim. 4, 8; Offenb. 2, 10; Matth. 10, 22. 
Qn ihrem Widerjtand gegen die Anfechtungen betweijen fie, daR fie Gott 
lieben, twas ifnen Gott dermaleinft dadurch vergelten wird, dak er feine 
VerheiRung an ihnen twwahr madt. Wenn er diefe herrliden Worte 
unjer$ Gotte3 bedenft, nehmen dann de3 Chriften Anfechtungen nicht 
eine herrlide Bedeutung an? Hier find fie nur eine furge Probe, im 
Senfeits folgt ihnen eine ewige Geligfeit. Lied 370, 10. 

G. VB. Sdhid 


Vierzehuter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Mim. 7, 14—25 


Was jebt in Curopa bor fic geht, lenft die Aufmerffamfeit der 
gangen Welt auf fich. Da Laufen felbjt wir Chriften Gefahr, den nod 
biel widtigeren gefabrlideren Rampf und Krieg, den wir felbjt gu 
fiihren haben, ganz gu bvergeffen und gu iiberjehen. Weldhes ift denn 
diefer fiir un3 Chriften fo iiberaus widhtige Krieg? Das ijt der Kampf, 
bon dem der eben bverlefene Lert redet. Yn diefem Tert beanttwortet 
Gott felbjt uns diefe Frage: 
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Wie bleiben wir Sieger im Kampf gegen unfer eigenes Fleifd 
und Slut? 


Die Antwort lautet: Yhr bleibt Sieger, wenn ihr 


1. Den Feind und feine Rampfeswmweife rest erz 
fennt, 


2. Die redten Waffen gegen ifn fihrt 


1 


a. Diefer Feind, der uns hier im Tert genannt wird, ift nicht einer, 
der bon augen auf uns eindringt; der jibt bielmehr in unferm eigenen 
Bufen und Herzen. Paulus redet hier von fich felber, und twas er 
bier bon fich felber befennt, das muh jeder Chrijt von fich befennen. 
Paulus fagt, er fet ,unter die Gitnde verfauft”. Paulus redet Hier 
nicht nur bon feiner Vergangenheit, als er noch ein verblendeter 
Pharifaer war, fondern er redet bon fic) gu der Beit, als er ein mabhrer 
glaubiger Chrift und Apoftel de3 HErrn war. Obwobhl er nun glaubig 
geworden ift, obmobhl er mit heifer Liebe gu BEfu erfiillt ijt, mup er 
dod) befennen: Rim. 7,18. Paulus ijt Chrijt getworden, aber er ift 
Giinder geblieben. Der Heilige Geijt toohnt wohl in feinem Herzen, ein 
never Menfd ijt in ifm erftanden; aber daneben hat er immer nod 
fein ¥leifd und Blut, daneben eitert nod) immer die Giinde. Damit 
zeidhnet Paulus die Geftalt eines jeden twwahren Chriften. Ya wohl, 
der Chrijt ijt glaubig getworden. Gr befennt froblid: 2 Tim. 1,12. 
Er fingt: ,Der am Kreug ift meine Liebe.” Cr nimmt fich vor und 
befteht darauf: ,Meinen BEfum lak ich nicht.” Er will Gottes Willen 
tun. Und doch regt fic) in ihm die Siinde, fein alter Adam baumt fic 
auf gegen Gott und fein Heiliges Gefeb. 

Das ijt ein Bujtand, der fich nur bet einem twahren Chrijten 
findet. Bet Unglaubigen ift wohl auch mancdmal im Qnnern ein 
Bwiefpalt, da Todt ein Vergniigen, aber die itblen Folgen fchrecten. 
Das ijt aber etwas ganz anderes al3 da3, twovon Paulus hier redet. 
Der Unglaubige liebt die Siinde und fiirdtet fid) nur bor ihrer Strafe. 
Qn dem Glaubigen regt fich wohl die Giinde, er fiiblt fie; aber e3 
fdjmergt ihn, dak in ifm immer noch das Gefdhiwiir der bofen Geliijte 
toeiter eitert. 3 ijt widhtig, Dak der Chrift das erfennt und ja nicht 
meint, er hatte e3 fo weit gebradt, dak er gang bon der Giinde [oS und 
rein fei. Mein, bet den WAllerfrommiten ift e3 wahr: Bch weik, daB in 
mir, dad ift, in meinem Fleijdhe”, ufw.; 1 Yoh. 1,8. O wie demiitigend 
ift Das fiir einen jeden Chriften, dak er taglid) feufgen mug: ,,BVergib 
un3 unfere Sdhuld.” Sch elender Menfch”, ufiw., B. 24. 

b. Uher der Chrift famp ft auch gegen die Giinde. Er fagt niddt: 
»Run, ich bin einmal fo, id bin leicht gum Born gereigt, id) bin etwas 
fhivad”, und lagt e3 dabei bewenden. © nein. Cr Haft die Sitnde 
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und fampft gegen fie. Paulus fagt: 1Ror.9,26.27. Das ift fein 
leichter Kampf, denn da mu ein Menfdh gegen fich felbjt fampfen. 
8 ijt jchon fchtwer, gegen einen andern gu fampfen; aber noc) viel 
fmerghafter ijt e3, wenn man gegen einen fampfen mu, den man 
Tiebt, 3.8. David gegen WAbfalom. Aber am allerbitterften, am aller- 
herbjten ijt der Kampf gegen fich felbjt. Paulus fagt hier in unferm 
Text, Dab er das Boje Haft, dak er das Gute will und liebt; und dod 
gerrt und gieht ifn das Bofe. Cr mu taglic) immer twieder dDagegen 
fampfen. Rein Wunder, daB er ausruft: Bch elender Menjdj! “ 

Night nur Paulus hat fo taglich gefeufgt und in diefem Heifen 
Kampf gelegen, fondern jeder Chrift weiR davon etwas. Aber Paulus 
hat mannbaft dagegen gefampft, er ijt nidt ermiidet. Wm Ende feines 
Lebens durfte er in Wahrheit fagen: ,9ch habe einen guten Kampf 
gefampfet; ic) habe Glauben gebalten.” Micht alle gehen aus diefem 
Kampfe fiegreich hervor. Gdon mander ijt IagR getworden, hat im 
Kampf nacgelaffen, hat der bofen Luft die Biigel fchieBen laffen und 
hat endlid) den Glauben verleugnet, ijt Chrifto, feinem Heiland, untreu 
getworden und hat dem Teufel wieder Tor und Tiir gedffnet und die 
Welt liebgewonnen. Dabor wollen wir un3 warnen lafjen. Die Welt 
fmeicdelt, der Teufel lodt oder droht, und das Fleifd regt fich madtig. 
Darum miiffen wir tapfer aushalten und gegen Fleifd und Blut an- 
fampfen. €8 ift nicht nur ein Rampf auf zeitlidjes Leben und geit- 


lichen Tod, e8 ijt ein Kampf auf ewigen Tod und ewiges Leben. Der 
Kampf ift uns einmal befdieden, jeder Chrijt mu als ein guter Streiter 
JEju Chrijti diejen Kampf taglich fiihren. 


Mein lieber Chrift, fannjt du auch fo jpreden wie Paulus? Merfit 
du auch etwas bon dem andern Gefeb in deinen Gliedern, das dich 
hindern will, das Gute gu tun, und das dich in die Siinde hineintreiben 
will? Merit du, dak e3 dir nicht leicht wird, jenem Nachften feine Be- 
leidigung und feine Schuld gu vergeben? Merfft du, dak Ciferfucht, 
Neid und Hak in deinem Herzen auffteigt? Merkit du, dak unglaubige, 
gagbafte, miirrifde Gedanfen in dir fich einniften wollen? Dann wiffe, 
dak der Heilige Geift diefe Erfenntnis in dir twirtt. 


Wenn wir das Elend unferer fiindhaftigen Natur erfennen, wollen 
wir bon gangem Herzen mit Paulus ausrufen: Sch elender Menjd! 
Wie ijt mein Herz doch fo gang verderbt! Schadenfreude, Mordge- 
dDanfen und andere bife Geliijte, ja fogar Geuchelwefen und Lajfterungen 
fteigen in meinem Qnnern auf.” Wer das nicht erfennt, bei dem ijt 
iiberhaupt fein redter Rampf gegen das Vife, der ift fon ein Knecht 
deS Teufels; da fann gar feine Rede fein von geiftlidjem Kampf. Aber 
der Chrijt, der das recht erfennt, dak in jeinem Fleifdh nichts Gutes 
twohnt, der wird nun auch gegen das Bofe in den Kampf giehen. Und 
toie er diefen Rampf gu fiihren Hat, zeigt Paulus in unferm Texte. 
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2 


Gr weift auf die rechten Waffen hin. 

a. Da fehen wir guerjt, dak er feufgt und betet. Paulus wufte 
gang wohl: Mit unferer Macht ijt nidts getan.” Desiwegen miiffen 
wir um GHilfe rufen. Das haben alle glaubigen Kinder Gottes getan. 
Wie hat David gefeujgt und gejtdhnt und gefleht, als er nicht nur feine 
Giinde erfannte, fondern die Verderbtheit feiner ganzen Natur und 
feine3 Hergens recht innetwwurde!l Pj. 51, 7; Sef. 6, 5; Ber. 31, 18. 
Deswegen fingen wir auch: Lied 266, 1. 2 und 279, 1. 7. 8. 

b. Und ter ift e3 denn, der uns Helfen foll? Diefen Helfer nennt 
Paulus hier in unferm Vert. Das ift FEfus Chriftus. Lied 441, 3. 
Paulus war fo gewif, daB BEfus Chrijtus ihm den Sieg verleihen 
iwiirde, Dak er ihm fdjon im boraus danfte. Cr ruft aus: ,,%ch danke 
Gott durdh SEfum Chrijtum, unfern HErrn.“” Und Paulus ijt in 
foldjem BVertrauen nicht feblgegangen. WS fein Ende herannabte, fonnte 
ex freudig auSrufen: 2 Zim. 4, 6—8. 


ce. Aber nun merfe dies, FCfus Hilft durch fein Wort. Dies Wort 
verfidjert un$, DaB die Siinde uns bvergeben ijt, dab wir trob der Giinde 
Gottes Kinder find. Go trojtet uns unfer Heiland und betwahrt uns 
vor Unglauben und Vergweiflung. DeStwegen ijt gerade dicfer Tert 
auch hier in der Heiligen Schrift. Paulus fagt gu feinen Chrijten, daB 
daS Wort Gottes das Sdhwert de3 Geijte3 ift. Das gebrauden wir 
nidt nur gegen Satan und Welt; nein, dad miiffen mir gerade gegen 
unfer eigenes Fleifd) und Blut fdiwingen. 


Gehet, fo hat unfer Lert die Frage beanttwortet: Wie bleiben 
wir Sieger im Kampf gegen unfer eigenes Fleifh und Blut? Yn 
diefem Kampf twollen wir jeden Tag twieder eintreten. Lied 158, 2. 
Gein Wort hat die Wellen geftillt, fein Wort hat die Toten aufertvectt, 
fein Wort hat wiitende Feinde de3 Cvangeliums in Freunde und 
Beugen berwandelt. Gebr. 4,12. Wobhlan denn, wir wollen in diefem 
Rampf nicht ermilden, Vied282,3.4. Martin S. Gommer 
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Reason or Revelation? 


Prof. R.T.Stamm of Gettysburg, one of the editors of the Lutheran 
Church Quarterly, does not like this formulation and the truth it ex- 
presses. He is for Reason and Revelation. In the article headed “Frac- 
tional Thinking and Lutheran Inhibitions,” published in the April issue 
of the Quarterly, p. 124 ff., he says: “Before Lutheranism can make the 
greater contribution toward the coming of the kingdom of God on earth 
as it is in heaven, which is rightfully expected of it and which it ought 
to be making, it must overcome certain inhibitions which have arisen 
in connection with its justifiable desire to safeguard its theological and 
confessional tenets. These inhibitions are due to an unfortunately fre- 
quent way of stating our attitude toward the social applications of the 
Gospel in the form of dilemmas which are as paralyzing to progress 
as they are specious and unnecessary. We need a saw to cut off the 
horns from six self-imposed and false dilemmas in order that we may 
substitute wholeness of thinking for the ‘either-or’ fallacies involved 
in them: 

“1, Kither an individual Gospel with an evangelical theology or 
a social gospel with a modernistic, humanistic theology. 

“2. Either salvation out of this world for a future life in heaven or 
an effort to achieve the good life in this world without reference to 
personal immortality. 

“3. Either salvation by the grace of God in Christ through faith, with 
good works as the consequent fruits motivated by gratitude, or activism 
and self-salvation by one’s own merits, with good works motivated by 
the perception of the present penalties for neglecting them. 

“4, Either a religious and spiritual approach or a moralistic and 
materialistic philosophy of life. 

“5, Either submission to the authority of the Scriptures or the as- 
sertion of the proud pretensions of human reason. 

“6. Either the preservation of the Lutheran Confessions by insisting 
on the individual Gospel and isolating ourselves from other churches 
and from cooperative religious movements or the loss of these by joining 
with other denominations to establish the kingdom of God on earth.” 

The section dealing with the “false dilemma” No.5 reads: “When we 
begin to ask just how God gave His revelation and inspired the Scrip- 
tures, we do not get far before we realize how false is the dilemma, 
either the Scriptures or human reason. For God will be seen to have 
used every faculty of the writers of Scripture in giving His revelation. 
That included their reason. It included also their wills as they responded 
to God’s will. They were always asking, ‘What does the Lord God 
require of me?’ And their answers were given, not in timeless abstrac- 
tions but always with reference to the total life situations — political, 
social, and religious—in which they found themselves. They did not 
overemphasize the concept of God’s transcendence at the expense of His 
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immanence, or vice versa. Their God was not a far-away abstraction 
but a Person at work in, and in control of, history. To translate the 
record of their experiences from the Greek and Hebrew languages into 
modern English and stop there is not enough. We must also translate 
from their environment into ours, and here again it is not a question of 
human reason versus revelation. Human thinking inspired by God’s 
Spirit must guide us av every step. Times without number in our Lu- 
theran literature we see the human reason made synonymous with 
human pride and wilful self-assertion against God and His revelation. 
Now, a warning against the pride which goes before destruction is always 
needed. But, on the other hand, we must never forget that it is im- 
possible to construct a sytematic theology without employing the same 
human reason which too many of our writers have tried to deprive of 
all validity at the outset! And such writers are often the proudest of 
men, claiming to boast only in the Lord, while their self-confident as- 
surance in the completeness and finality of their own dogmatic con- 
structions of revelation equals or exceeds the ‘pride’ of the most arrogant 
humanistic or communistic opponents of religion who call upon the 
name of reason and modern science to justify their dogmatism. It is 
not a question of revelation or reason but of revelation given, received, 
interpreted, and applied through the human reason which is energized 
and guided by the Spirit of God.” 

Dr. Stamm’s argument “God will be seen to have used every faculty 
of the writers of Scripture in giving His revelation. That included their 
reason,” is related to the argument examined on page 333 f., current 
volume of this magazine. The “human reason which is energized and 
guided by the Spirit of God” is the “enlightened reason” examined in 
the July number. E. 


The Meaning of 2 Tim. 3:16 


On account of the importance of 2 Tim. 3:16 in all discussions per- 
taining to the character of the Scriptures, some remarks which recently 
were read to an intersynodical gathering with reference to this passage 
are here submitted. 

When St. Paul says, 2 Tim. 3:16: “All Scripture is given by inspiration 
of God,” he ascribes the quality of being inspired to the written Word. 
We admit, of course, that the passage refers to the Old Testament Scrip- 
tures, to those that Timothy had known from a child, according to the 
context. But, at any rate, that the Old Testament is inspired is here 
stated very explicitly. Mark well, the Scripture, the writing, is said to 
be inspired, the writing is said to be God-breathed. It will not do to 
try to escape the conclusion that the Scriptures are completely inspired 
and infallible by saying: What the apostle asserts is that the thoughts 
of the Old Testament are divine. We reply: He is not saying, The 
thoughts, the ideas, are God-given, but, The writing is given by inspira- 
tion, is God-breathed, xéioa yeag? tedxvevotos. Tegan, a writing, con- 
sists of words; the very words of the Scriptures have a divine origin, 
and not merely the thoughts. 

The attempt to give a different meaning to the passage by taking 
tedxvevotog in an active sense = “God-breathing” apparently has been 
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abandoned; the lexicon of Preuschen-Bauer does not even list it as 
a possibility. 

The charge has been made that our King James Version here is 
guilty of a mistranslation, that the meaning is not “all Scripture,” but 
“every Scripture.” We reply: What is the difference? Whether you 
take xdéoo in a comprehensive sense and translate “all” or whether you 
take it in the distributive sense of “every,” in either case the whole 
Old Testament is covered. “All Canada is British” does not differ in 
meaning from the statement “Every province of Canada is British,” 
except that the latter assertion probably is more emphatic. 

More serious appears the view that we ought to translate as Luther 
does: “All Scripture inspired by God is profitable” (“Alle Schrift, von 
Gott eingegeben, ist nuetze zur Lehre”) and that the dedxvevotoc, inspired 
by God, in this case allegedly has the meaning of a restrictive relative 
clause, making the sentence read, “All Scripture which is inspired is 
profitable”; but, of course, the critic adds, not all Scripture possesses this 
quality of being inspired. It is possible, too, says the opponent, to look 
upon tedxvevotos as having conditional force. The meaning, it is as- 
serted, might be given thus: All that part of Scripture which is inspired 
is profitable; or: Every Scripture, if it is inspired, is profitable. The 
great question is whether ?edxvevotoc here must (or may) be taken in 
the restrictive or conditional sense. I reply definitely, No. The context 
make this view simply impossible. Paul had said to Timothy in vv.14 
and 15: “Do thou remain in what thou hast learned and been made 
sure of, knowing from whom thou hast learned and that from a child 
thou hast known the Holy Scriptures, which are able to make thee wise 
unto salvation through faith in Christ Jesus.” Without any conjunction 
he proceeds, “All Scripture is given by inspiration of God.” I say, It is 
impossible to take dedmvevotosg in the restrictive or quasi-conditional 
sense. The apostle, according to the context, does not wish to dis- 
criminate, or lead Timothy to discriminate, between inspired and un- 
inspired writings; that thought is entirely foreign to the whole dis- 
cussion. What he wishes to do is to make an emphatic statement about 
the teoa yodupata, the Holy Scriptures which he had just referred to. 
Is it really such a great thing, a matter always to be kept in mind, that 
Timothy has been acquainted with the sacred writings from the days of 
childhood? It certainly is, says St.Paul; for the Holy Scriptures are 
divinely inspired and as such are profitable for doctrine, for reproof, 
for correction, for instruction in righteousness, that the man of God may 
be perfect, thoroughly furnished unto every good work. This line of 
thought of the apostle is so evident that all attempts to give his argumen- 
tation a different trend must break down. Let me once more remark 
that v.16 starts without-a conjunction, which fact makes it very evident 
that the verse must be closely connected with the foregoing. 

In Das Neue Testament Deutsch, neues Goettinger Bibelwerk, 
Joachim Jeremias, who wrote the commentary on the pastoral epistles, 
translates our passage thus: “Jede Schriftstelle stammt aus Gottes Geist”; 
and he says in his comments, paraphrasing the words: “Jede Schrift- 
stelle ist durch das Wehen des Heiligen Geistes entstanden —es ist wirk- 
lich Gott, der hier redet—, und darum bietet das Schriftwort auch des 
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Alten Bundes das Mittel zur Belehrung ueber den Gotteswillen, zur 
Ueberfuehrung der Suendigenden, zur Aufrichtung und Besserung der 
Reuigen, zur Erziehung in der rechten Lebensfuehrung, wie Gott sie 
fordert.... Das Urteil des Apostels ueber das Alte Testament in Kap. 3, 
15-17 ist das klarste, was in den neutestamentlichen Schriften ueber diese 
Frage gesagt ist. Beides ist Gemeingut des gesamten Neuen Testaments: 
1, die Ueberzeugung, dass das alttestamentliche Schriftwort durch Gottes 
Geist gewirkt ist, inspiriertes Gotteswort ist, wobei freilich nicht ver- 
gessen wird, dass Gott durch Menschen redet (David: Matth. 22:43; vom 
Geist entzuendete Menschen: 2. Petribrief 1:21 u. oe.), ja, Jesus gelegent- 
lich neben dem Gotteswort auch reines Menschenwort finden kann 
(Matth. 19:8), und 2. die Gewissheit, dass erst das christuszentrische und 
christus-glaeubige Verstaendnis des Alten Testaments seine Tiefe er- 
schliesst und es zum Werkzeug der Heiligung macht.” One statement 
in the above requires comment. Is Jeremias right when he characterizes 
the words which Jesus refers to Matt.19:8 as purely human, “reines 
Menschenwort”? The passage belongs to the narrative of the debate 
between Jesus and the Pharisees on the question of divorce. The oppo- 
nents appeal to the command of Moses pertaining to a writing of divorce- 
ment when a man puts away his wife. There Jesus states: Moses, because 
of the hardness of your hearts, suffered you to put away your wives; 
but from the beginning it was not so. Jeremias looks upon the words of 
Moses here referred to as a purely human provision, not ordained by 
God Himself. I hold that this view of Jeremias is unwarranted. There 
are, of course, purely human legislative acts reported in the Old Testa- 
ment, but what Moses here prescribed to Israel had been given him by 
God. However, in general, what Jeremias says hits the nail on the head 
and confirms the interpretation which I have given of 2 Tim. 3:16. 

To be fair to Luther, I have to advert once more to his translation. 
Luther, I am sure, did not wish anybody to look upon the adjective 
tednvevotos as having restrictive or conditional force, but regarded it as 
descriptive or causal. His meaning would be brought out by the follow- 
ing rendering, “All Scripture, being God-inspired, or because it is God- 
inspired, is profitable for doctrine,” etc. But I do not think his way of 
construing the Greek is tenable. Let it be noted that there is no copula 
(éotiv) in the whole sentence before the purpose clause, which means 
that the copula must be supplied. It is most natural to supply it for 
both God-breathed and profitable, which are joined together by “and.” 
The King James Version hence gives the correct rendering. I am aware 
that both the English and the American Revised Versions construe like 
Luther, translating, “Every Scripture inspired of God is also profitable 
for teaching,” etc.; but I hold that this is one of the instances where 
the King James translators are more correct than their nineteenth- 
century successors. It is worth noting that the modern Greek version 
of the New Testament issued by the Bible societies puts the copula 
immediately after “all Scripture.” I may here append several other 
modern renderings. Goodspeed translates: “All Scripture is divinely 
inspired by God and profitable for teaching,” etc. Moffatt: “All Scrip- 
ture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching.” The Twentieth 
Century Greek New Testament, however, translates: “Everything that 
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is written under divine inspiration is helpful for teaching,” etc. There 
you have the view which gives the adjective a restrictive meaning. But 
even these translators, I am certain, would not wish their translation to 
imply a rejection of the statement that all Scripture is inspired. They 
would rather say that Paul here is not distinguishing between inspired 
and uninspired parts of the yeaqh, but that he differentiates between 
the Scriptures and secular writings and that he would want to have 
the words “everything that is written under divine inspiration” refer to 
the Holy Scriptures mentioned by him before. W. Arnpt 


Matthew Henry 


This excerpt from the Watchman-Examiner will interest our readers: 

“Matthew Henry was born October 18, 1662, in Cheshire County, 
England. His birthplace was in a neighborhood where believers of great 
Christian fortitude ‘opposed the pride and usurpation of the See of 
Rome.’ Reared in such an atmosphere, Henry had strong non-conformist 
convictions. Although he was taught by pious parents from infancy, he 
nevertheless experienced a geniune conversion. Feeling a strong call 
to the ministry, the young Christian was placed in the homes of those 
who had reputations for Biblical scholarship. No institution, therefore, 
could claim him as a graduate. Henry rejected the superior claims of 
the Church of England and despised its assertion of apostolic succession. 
At the time of his ordination he preferred the non-conformist form to 
that of the State Church. Having been—as it was estimated in those 
days — irregularly ordained, he had to endure the opposition and censure 
of devotees of the State Church. 

“As the years advanced, Henry’s fame as a Bible expositor increased. 
As we so often hear in our day of some men, ‘he was much in demand.’ 
He had a great deal to do with the spread of non-conformity in England. 
His method of preaching expository sermons was copied by other irreg- 
ularly ordained men, and churches multiplied. After many years Henry 
was settled in the vicinity of London; but he was a man with many 
counties in his parish. 

“How could such a busy man write so tremendous a work as 
Matthew Henry’s Commentary? First of all, we are convinced of the 
innate simplicity and sincerity of the man. Concerning his method he 
declared, ‘I affect no singularity; my desire is to please and profit.’ 
Doubtless he had his desire. His hearers were pleased with it to their 
edification. In preaching, it was Henry’s system to write full outlines, 
and since he took chapter by chapter, we can see how these constantly 
accumulated. 

“Again, his life was constantly under the urge of ‘redeeming the 
time.’ His pursuit of holiness led him to live with vigor and industry. 
Prayer and a careful observance of God’s dealings with him and with 
others permeate his personal chronicle. He was also an early riser. He 
put great value on the morning hours. By five o’clock he would be in 
his study, sometimes by four. Only breakfast and family worship were 
allowed to interfere with his study, which continued until noon. After 
dinner he returned to his study until four, then he would make calls 
on the sick.” J.H.C.F. 
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The Status of Baptized Children whose Parents Are Not Church- 
Members. —In the Augustana Synod the question is discussed whether 
children who are baptized by the pastor of a church but whose parents 
are not members should be enrolled as members of the church in whose 
midst the baptism took place. We reprint with approval an editorial 
published in the church-paper of the Augustana Synod, the Lutheran 
Companion: 

“One of the significant decisions of the Minnesota Conference at its 
recent convention in Minneapolis was to petition the synod to reverse 
the stand taken at the 1939 convention in Lindsborg, Kans., when it was 
decided that hereafter baptized children of non-members shall not be 
added to the unconfirmed membership of congregations. The synod 
took the position that it was sufficient to record baptized children of 
non-members in the book of ministerial acts. 

“One of the immediate results noted by the Minnesota Conference 
was a sharp decrease of 3,251 in the number of unconfirmed members 
during the year. While a part of this decline was undoubtedly due to 
a decreasing birth-rate among members of the Church, the new rule 
was probably responsible for the greater portion of the loss. 

“We are in entire agreement with the stand taken by the Minnesota 
Conference. We are persuaded that the action of the synod last year 
was not only ill advised but also inconsistent with our Lutheran teachings. 

“The Word of God makes it very clear that the baptized child 
becomes a new creature in Christ, a child of God, and a member of the 
kingdom of God. In the opening address of the rite of Holy Baptism, 
therefore, the officiating pastor declares that ‘we receive this child (these 
children) into the Christian Church through the washing of regeneration.’ 
Following the recital of the Apostles’ Creed, the pastor then asks the 
parents or sponsors: ‘Do you desire that this child (these children) 
shall upon this confession be baptized and by Baptism be received into 
the communion of Christ and His Church?’ Thereupon follows the act 
of baptism, after which the pastor prays: ‘Almighty, eternal God, our 
heavenly Father, we give Thee hearty thanks that Thou dost continually 
preserve and increase Thy holy Christian Church and that Thou hast 
now permitted this child (these children) to receive the washing of 
regeneration unto eternal life.’ Finally the sponsors are admonished to 
‘take solemnly to heart the obligation of the Church,’ in order that the 
baptized child may be reared ‘in the fear and admonition of the Lord’ 
and that it ‘may faithfully keep the gifts of grace received in Holy 
Baptism.’ 

“It is true that the synod last June recognized the fact that ‘all 
children are received into communion with Christ and His Church,’ 
but it seems to be a strange inconsistency, after taking this stand, to 
refuse to add all children to the membership of the Church. This is 
to deny in practice what is held in theory. Are we not guilty of 
hypocrisy when we declare to non-member parents that we receive 
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their children ‘into the Christian Church through the washing of 
regeneration’ when we purpose not to record them as real members? 

“During our ministry we have had adults who have come to us 
and asked to be baptized, but who have made it clear that they did 
not desire to become members of the Church! Perhaps there will be 
more who will feel encouraged to make such requests in the future 
unless the synod moves to change its present anomalous stand regarding 
children. 

“In these days when fewer and fewer non-members bring their 
children to the font of the Lord, it would seem to be more imperative 
than ever to give added emphasis to the real meaning of Baptism, and 
especially to strengthen every tie by which the baptized child is bound 
to the Church of Christ. This should include education in the matter 
of the responsibility of sponsors in order that this obligation, which is 
now so lightly and even frivolously undertaken, may become a matter 
of conscience not only with the sponsors but with the parents who 
choose them. 

“We realize that there are many practical difficulties involved in 
keeping baptized children of non-members on the church rolls and in 
maintaining spiritual guardianship over them, but this is the business of 
the Church. Herein truly may be applied the words of Jesus: ‘Take 
heed that ye despise not one of these little ones; for I say unto you 
that in heaven their angels do always behold the face of My Father which 
is in heaven.’ ” A. 


On Abuse of Religious Freedom.— Chief Justice Hughes deserves 
a vote of thanks from sensible citizens for his recent defense of the 
rights of religious bodies. Three devotees of Jehovah’s Witnesses — 
Newton Cantwell and two sons —had entered Catholic homes and there 
played phonograph records which outraged the religious sensibilities 
of the Catholics by declaring that the Roman Church was “the greatest 
racket” in the world and that its purpose was “to control the world by 
dictators.” The Cantwells were tried and convicted for the offense in 
a Connecticut court, but the case was carried to the United States 
Supreme Court on the plea that the defendants’ conviction “violated the 
constitutional pledges of religious freedom.” This is the usual outcry of 
Jehovah’s Witnesses, following out the persecution complex so assiduously 
used by their original founder, “Pastor” Russell. When this plea was 
made, Justice Hughes interrupted the proceedings to demand, “I suppose 
these Catholics had some rights of religious freedom themselves, did they 
not? I suppose they have the right to be let alone and not to be attacked 
with these scurrilous denunciations of their most cherished faith? .. . 
Is there no limit at all to what you can do when you think you are 
worshiping your God?” That no intention exists to deny the proper 
constitutional rights of Jehovah’s Witnesses is evidenced by the action 
of this same court a few months ago, which vindicated the right of this 
cult to distribute its literature unmolested.— The Lutheran. 

Is Unionism the Antithesis of Quietism?— That seems to be the 
view of the Rev. T. Benton Peery, writing in the Christian Century on the 
topic “Lutheran Preaching Takes a Turn.” Pastor Peery is minister of 
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St. Matthew’s Lutheran Church, Philadelphia, Pa. In Europe “quietism” 
is characteristic of Lutheranism according to his opinion. He says: 
“A large majority of pastors [that is, in the U.L.C.A.] are certain that 
the ‘quietism’ of European Lutheranism is far from satisfactory for 
America.” The term “quietism” evidently is meant to describe that 
attitude which makes pastors keep aloof from questions of social improve- 
ment and politics. We need not now investigate whether the Lutheran 
Church of Europe, generally speaking, has been and is characterized by 
quietism. That there is a kind of quietism which is reprehensible, a with- 
drawal from actual life, a refusal to face the moral implications of social 
questions, a retreat into the citadel of one’s own thoughts, where one 
spends the time in self-contemplation rather than in endeavors to preach 
the divine truths which the generation needs, must, of course, be admitted. 
The question, however, which chiefly presents itself to us here is whether 
the answer to the false quietism to which we have pointed is unionism. 
Pastor Peery writes: “We rejoice to see a growing religious fellowship 
with other Protestant bodies which will help to give the Christian Church 
a united voice.” Is that, we ask, the only retreat from the wrong aloof- 
ness briefly mentioned above? Must one, in order to preach to one’s 
congregation the message of God pertaining to social questions, join in 
religious fellowship with errorists? Must one, in order to be more 
alive to the burning issues which confront our Christians in their every- 
day life, become lax in doctrine? That certainly would be a strange 
position to take. The remedy of the reprehensible quietism mentioned 
before is simply the faithful preaching of the great moral precepts given 
us in the Holy Scriptures. If we have been remiss in this respect in the 
past, let us repent and change our course; but let us not, in making our 
message more complete in one respect, dilute or curtail it in another. 
A. 

“Mr. Taylor, Come Home!” — Confessional Protestantism continues 
its protest against “the appointment by President Roosevelt of Mr. Myron 
Taylor to the Vatican,” which the Christian Beacon (April 18, 1940) 
describes as “most serious.” It writes under the heading given: “The 
correspondence between Dr. George A. Buttrick and the President of the 
United States, printed in last week’s issue of the Beacon, reveals that 
the President evaded Dr. Buttrick’s definite question, and it further 
appears that the President not only intends, but seems willing to permit, 
the situation to exist in which the Roman Catholic Church looks at the 
appointment in one light and the Protestant Church in another. The 
same act he apparently wants the Roman Catholics to consider as 
meaning one thing and the Protestants as meaning something different. 
The President has violated the principle of the separation of Church 
and State, and if anything is going to be done about it, it must be done 
by the Protestant churches. [Italics ours.] The Senators and Repre- 
sentatives in Congress cannot be relied upon to do anything unless the 
Protestant constituency is aroused sufficiently. It is our opinion that 
every single Protestant church that loves at all its heritage and cherishes 
the basic principle of separation of Church and State, upon which this 
Government rests and the Constitution clearly stands should protest 
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vigorously against this appointment and should request that Mr. Taylor 
be withdrawn and that this relationship between the United States and 
the Vatican be terminated. Our religious liberties are being encroached 
upon subtly, yet nevertheless in a most real manner.” 

We, however, do not agree with the Christian Beacon’s contention 
that it is the Protestant churches as such that must preserve the principle 
of the separation of Church and State; for if the Protestant churches 
act as churches in this matter, they commingle Church and State as much 
as do the Romanists. But we agree to everything else that the militant 
Presbyterian periodical writes, especially with the statement that our 
“religious liberties are being encroached upon in a most real manner.” 
The Watchman-Examiner (May 9, 1940) quotes a part of the protest by 
the Methodists, made recently by the Council of Bishops before the 
General Conference in Atlantic City against Mr.Taylor’s appointment, 
with a special committee report reading as follows: “We therefore 
respectfully but with genuine earnestness urge our President to recall 
Mr. Myron C. Taylor. His appointment has created a spirit of uneasiness 
and resentment in the minds of a great number of people and instead 
of promoting peace has engendered discord and strife, which seem 
calamitous at this time, when there is imperative need for harmonious 
united action on the part of those who fear God and love righteousness.” 
The Watchman-Examiner itself remarks on this score: “We shall not get 
action by inventing apologetics for the invaders of separation of Church 
and State. We can get it, and will obtain it, by our consistency, by 
reaffirming the principle of the separation of Church and State and all 


it includes, by a divine [?] intolerance of all political actions which 
invade it, and by a courageous insistence upon immediate objectives — 
which are the recall or reassignment of Mr. Taylor and the closing of 
the Vatican embassy.” J.T.M. 


Meeting of Northern Presbyterians.— Held in Rochester, N. Y., 
this year’s assembly of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A. elected 
Dr. William Lindsay Young, president of Park College, Parkville, Mo., 
its moderator. The report in the Presbyterian states that the relations 
with the Protestant Episcopal Church are “growing closer,” though the 
concordat which a joint committee has drawn up does not yet satisfy. 
The Presbyterians insist that the validity of their ministry and Sacra- 
ments must be recognized, which the Episcopalians, on account of their 
doctrine of the Apostolic Succession, are not much inclined to do.— 
With respect to union with the Southern Presbyterians the report speaks 
of progress. Other sources indicate that Southern Presbyterians are 
hesitating to merge with their brethren in the North on account of the 
Liberalism which has invaded the ranks of the latter to an alarming 
extent. The question whether the Westminster Confession should be 
revised in the paragraph referring to war was turned over to the Depart- 
ment of Social Education and Action of the Board of Christian Education 
for study, with the request that a report be made in 1941. The appoint- 
ment of Myron C.Taylor to be the President’s personal representative 
at the Vatican was condemned. In the foreign field this Church main- 
tains 1,222 missionaries, assisted by 8,028 native workers. A. 
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Modernist to Succeed John Timothy Stone.— Dr. John Timothy 
Stone will retire at the end of the present academic year as president 
of the Presbyterian Theological Seminary of Chicago (formerly 
McCormick Seminary) and be succeeded by Dr. J. Harry Cotton, pastor 
of the Broad Street Presbyterian Church of Columbus, O. But as the 
Christian Beacon (April 18, 1940) points out, Dr. Cotton, a graduate of 
Princeton Theological Seminary and Princeton University, 1931, is 
generally recognized as one of the “most prominent younger Liberals 
in the denomination.” With respect to God he affirmed in a conference 
address at Grove City College, June 20—25, 1938, that “reality is a world 
of mind,” and “this is what religion means by God.” Cotton’s conception 
of God is therefore pantheistic. Regarding Scripture he said that it 
“has both a divine and a human element.” Speaking of the “human 
element,” he stated that “the Bible is not ‘letter-perfect’ and that the 
Church’s doctrine of the infallible Bible is a heresy.” He also said that 
“it is dishonest to tolerate those who hold that all parts of the Bible 
are equally inspired”; again, “that the Church’s insistence upon our 
believing every word of the Bible is the cause of its present disuse.” 
He called Bible believers who hold the inerrancy of Scripture “Bible- 
belittlers.” The Biblical stories about the Creation and the Flood he 
branded as “versions of Babylonian myths.” Furthermore he said that 
“there are many contradictions in the Bible, as Robert Ingersoll used 
to point out; but these things no longer bother us.” With regard to 
the “morals of the early part of Scripture” he stated that these are “much 
lower than those of Christ.” In relation to the New Testament he said 
that “many details are in question, but that there is a general agreement 
concerning the life of Christ.” As other parts of the Bible, so also “the 
epistles of Paul have a human and a divine element.” Dr. Cotton 
thus differs in no respect from the liberal divinity school of the near-by 
University of Chicago, which for decades has undermined and destroyed 
in the hearts of its students the Christian faith in the Bible and all 
that it teaches. 4 


Gideons Save Souls at New York Fair.— Under this heading the 
Christian Beacon reports: “The New York Fair, 1939, has come and gone, 
but some of its effects will live forever. In this ‘World of Tomorrow’ 
with its gay exhibits and modernistic buildings was one booth rather 
insignificant in comparison with many others in the Fair, yet one that 
will be remembered throughout all eternity. This was the Gideon Booth 
in the Communication Building. The Gideon Booth was the direct result 
of prayer and definite guidance of the Lord. The financial side of the 
booth was taken care of by contributions and subscriptions by the mem- 
bers to the amount of $5,500. This was taken as an indication of the 
Lord’s will, and the booth was set in a space which had been provi- 
dentially left open. A pile of 500 Bibles presented the customary cross, 
which is used in all Gideon Bible displays, the red edges forming the cross 
and the black backs of the remainder forming the background. On the 
rear wall was the slogan ‘The Bible—God’s Communication to Man.’ 
On the side walls, the Gospel was clearly set forth by appropriate verses. 
Working behind the counter were Mr. ... These men labored twelve 
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hours a day, from 10 to 10, over open Bibles on the counter, showing 
men of 70 and boys in their teens the way of salvation. This was the 
primary purpose of the booth, not to raise funds, not to advertise the 
Gideons, but to spread the Gospel of salvation through faith in the 
Lord Jesus Christ. ... The Lord led 2,083 to profess their acceptance 
of God’s eternal salvation. A number of converts returned to the booth 
and brought their unconverted friends. Many, however, turned a deaf 
ear to the Gospel. There were 345,000 tracts, gospels, and New Testa- 
ments given out and 150,000 copies of the Ministry of the Gideons. The 
Lord willing, the work will go on this year, and your prayers for the 
salvation of souls, guidance for the workers, and the supplying of the 
necessary funds will greatly aid in the work of the booth and in the 
saving of many more precious souls.” Indeed, a laudable work! And 
shall not all believing and confessing Christians of all denominations 
learn a lesson of practical piety and missionary zeal from the Gideons? 
Putting the Gospel in the World’s Fair is much like the preaching of Paul 
on Mars Hill almost two thousand years ago. J.T. M. 


News in Nutshells. — Under this heading Christianity Today reports: 
“Some professors of Columbia University took part in a recent com- 
pilation of 1,344 pages of sections of the Bible, combined with parts of 
the books of the heathen religions — Buddhism, Mohammedanism, Hin- 
duism, Zoroastrianism, Confucianism, and Taoism. They have published 
it under the title The Bible of the World.” “They have profaned Mine 
holy things,” remarks Christianity Today curtly.— “While there is one 
divorce out of every six marriages contracted in this country, there is 
only one divorce out of every one hundred marriages where the couple 
maintains church connections.” One can easily recognize the lesson 
that lies in this fact.—“Last year the American Bible Society dis- 
tributed 3,370,563 Seripture volumes in the United States in 63 different 
languages. In forty other countries its distribution totaled 3,600,194 
volumes in 135 different languages.” — “President Roosevelt, by the 
appointment of Myron Taylor as personal representative to the Vatican, 
has given de-facto recognition of the sovereignty of the Papal State and 
at the same time established political relations with the head of a religious 
sect. In an editorial entitled ‘The Vatican and the White House,’ 
La Croix, French Catholic daily, greets the appointment as evidence of 
a new attitude toward the Papacy both in America and in the world 
at large. Protestant denominations all over the United States have pro- 
tested against this appointment.” — “The Jews do not permit any Chris- 
tian teaching or meeting in the one-hundred-per-cent. Jewish city [Tel 
Aviv] of one hundred thousand inhabitants. ‘Tel Aviv,’ they say, ‘is our 
own city, and we do not want to hear about your Christianity in our 
Jewish city. Go to Jaffa and preach Christ to the Arabs but not to us.’ 
Like the Jews in the Book of Acts, they have ‘stopped their ears.’ 
Nominally there is full religious liberty in Palestine, but actually none 
in Tel Aviv.” — “The Presbyterian Church in the United States has com- 
pleted a three-million fund to underwrite pensions for its 2,500 ministers 
and 400 foreign missionaries. Minimum pensions of $50 a month will 
be paid at first. Ministers will contribute two and one half per cent. 
of their salaries, their congregations contributing seven and one half 
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per cent. Ministers will be eligible for retirement when they reach the 
age of sixty-five; but retirement will not be compulsory. Under the 
system, widows of ministers will receive a minimum of $300 a year, with 
an additional $100 for each minor child.” — “Registering their opposition 
to the Board’s stand on idolatrous shrine worship, four ministers, all 
of them long-time and outstanding missionaries under the Presbyterian 
Board U.S.A. in Korea, have resigned their position under that Board 
and have been appointed by the Independent Board of Presbyterian 
Foreign Missions.” — “The Methodist Church recently stated that it lost 
a million of the members of its church-schools in the last twenty years, 
and if the loss proceeds at the present pace, there will be no Sunday- 
schools left in sixty years. The loss cannot be charged solely to the 
declining birthrate.” J.T.M. 


Brief Items.—Some of our occultists are clever people. When 
Madame Tussaud of Harlem, N. Y., had quite definitely “by means of 
the crystal-ball method” discovered that at the forthcoming Democratic 
convention Mr. Roosevelt will be acclaimed nominee of the party, the 
alleged supernatural performance carried with it a great deal of plausi- 
bility. When, however, the question was asked, whom the President 
would name as his own choice, the crystal ball was “accidentally” kicked 
over by the assistant of Madame Tussaud, and no prognostication could 
be made. Cleverness certainly is a part of the equipment of these 
deceivers. 


In the Highlands of Scotland there are still many people whose 


mother tongue is not English but Gaelic. For this reason the churches 
of Scotland, in taking care of their men in the army, have been com- 
pelled to look for chaplains who can speak Gaelic. 


A report of the American Bible Society says that during 1939 the 
Bible or parts of it were translated into eighteen new languages. This 
brings the total of languages and dialects in which the Scriptures have 
appeared thus far up to 1,039. God be praised for the progress His 
Word is making in spite of chaotic world conditions! 


What appears to be a storm in a teapot but ought to become a real 
hurricane is the controversy centering about Dr. Hawlett Johnson, Dean 
of Canterbury, England. While Dr. Inge, Dean of St. Paul’s in London, is 
known as the “gloomy dean,” Dr. Johnson has been given the epithet 
the “red dean.” It seems he favors political and social policies of the 
kind which Russian leaders have unloosed upon their poor country. 
Six of the canons associated with him have publicly protested against 
his attitude set forth in his work The Socialist Sixth of the World. What 
a situation! 


A new monastic order, “The Community of the Way of the Cross,” 
has been founded by Episcopal women of Buffalo, N.Y. “Nuns will re- 
main at work in the world and must be self-supporting. They will take 
Communion daily, and vows will be required later. They cannot marry.” 
‘This item, reported in the Christian Century, shows to what alarming 
extent Romanism has invaded certain sections of the Episcopal Church. 

A. 
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All books reviewed in this periodical may be procured from or through Con- 
cordia Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson Ave., St. Louis, Mo. 


Difficult Bible Questions Answered. Scriptural Knowledge for the Lay- 
man. The combined results of the helpful labors of a number of 
Christian pastors, professors, and other authorities on Scripture 
interpretation. Edited by George H. Sandison, A.M., Ph.D. Two 
volumes in one. The World Syndicate Publishing Company, Cleve- 
land, O., New York, N.Y. 726 pages (plus several appendices), 
51%4x8%. Price, $1.00. 


This is a new print of a work that has been in existence a consider- 
able time. Generally speaking, it is a good book, which deserves a wide 
circulation. There are some things in it which demand criticism; for 
instance, when we are told (Vol.I, Question 56) “that the world is far 
older by many thousands of years than our forefathers supposed,” we 
demur. When (Vol. II, Question 91) the statement is made concerning 
John’s baptism, “His baptism was not regarded as conferring an imme- 
diate consecration, but as being preparatory, and the disciples of Jesus, 
taking this view, rebaptized the followers of John (see Acts 19:3-5),” we 
again cannot agree. Usually, however, we find ourselves in accord with 
the interpretation of difficult passages offered in this volume. To give 
a sample, we shall quote the answer to the question: At what meal did 
Jesus institute the Lord’s Supper? (Vol. II, Question 232): “There has 
been much discussion concerning the meal at which the Lord’s Supper 
was instituted, as to whether it was the paschal supper according to the 
Jewish law. The first three gospels indicate that the use of the guest 
chamber was secured in the manner customary with those who came 
from a distance to keep the festival. The three evangelists state that 
‘they made ready the passover,’ and Jesus Himself calls the meal ‘this 
passover’ (Luke 22:15,16). After a thanksgiving He passed around the 
first cup, and when the supper was ended, there was the usual ‘cup of 
blessing,’ and a hymn was sung, presumably the last part of the Hallel. 
John’s gospel, however, would seem to imply that the Lord’s Supper 
took place the day preceding the usual Jewish paschal meal (John 13: 
1,2). In John 19:14, when our Lord was before Pilate and about to be 
led out to Calvary, we are told that it was ‘the preparation’ of the 
Passover, and again, after the crucifixion (v.31), the Jews were solicitous 
because it was still ‘the preparation.’ Further, the law of Ex. 12:22 was 
that none should go out of the door of his house until the morning after 
the paschal supper, although this law may have come into disuse. 
Lightfoot, a leading authority, claims that the supper was held two days 
before the Jewish Passover, while Bengel held that it was eaten the 
evening before the Passover. The question is an open one, and in view 
of conflicting opinions of commentators it will probably so continue.” 
The work here speaks with becoming reserve. In our own Synod 
various views have been published on this exegetical question, and 
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Dr. Stoeckhardt, as we see from his writings, did not always hold the 
same opinion concerning it. A question of a different nature we find 
Vol. II, Question 129: “Are Christians expected to wear only the poorest 
and commonest clothes?” The answer runs thus: “We do not believe 
that the blessing of God would be withheld from one who wears decent 
clothes corresponding with the position occupied in society. The sin to 
be most earnestly avoided is pride in such things. No one has a right 
to dictate in such trivial matters as the quality of another’s clothes. 
The Christian is a law unto himself. As he consecrates himself unto 
God, he will be more and more disposed to curtail his expenditures on 
himself that he may have the money to devote to religious and philan- 
thropic work. But how far he shall carry this self-denial his conscience 
must decide.” These samples will show both the kind of questions 
touched on in this volume and the manner of treatment. A valuable 
feature of the interpretations frequently is that a more literal rendering 
of difficult passages is presented, through which the obstacles are re- 
moved. The theology of the work is that of the Reformed churches. 
W. ARNDT 
The Spirit of the American Lutheran Church. By P.H. Buehring, A. M. 
D.D., Professor of Historical Theology in the Evangelical Lutheran 
Seminary, Columbus, O. The Lutheran Book Concern, Colum- 
bus, O. 116 pages, 54%4x7. Price, 85 cts. 


This is a history and characterization of the Buffalo Synod, the Iowa 
Synod, the Ohio Synod, and of the American Lutheran Church, which 
will reach the tenth anniversary of its organization August 11, 1940. 
Confining himself to essentials, the author has succeeded, in spite of the 
limited space at his disposal, in drawing a clear picture of his subject. 
And he possesses the rare gift of the true historian’s objectivity. A few 
excerpts may exemplify this. “The Missourians gave Iowa no rest. They 
pointed out again and again the insufficiency of Iowa’s conception of 
confessional obligation. . . . This persistent hammering away at the 
weakness of the synod’s position could not remain without effect.” 
(P.43.) “The period from about 1830 to 1855 is marked in the history 
of the Ohio Synod by a steady advance in the direction of conservative 
Lutheranism.” (P.63.) “The Ohio Synod had refused to be beguiled 
into fellowship with other bodies until it was firmly convinced that such 
bodies shared whole-heartedly its own confessional position. It had 
contended earnestly against unionism, even in its most subtle forms. 
It had gone through a fight against secret societies, with the loss of an 
entire district at a time when neighboring synods were openly be- 
friending secret orders. On the very eve of the contemplated merger 
with Iowa it had delayed action until that synod had fully satisfied it 
concerning its faith in the plenary inspiration of the Word of God. This 
sound, determined confessional Lutheran orthodoxy is perhaps the most 
important contribution of the former Joint Synod of Ohio to the Amer- 
ican Lutheran Church.” (P.100.) 

The treatment of the controversy on Conversion and Election, how- 
ever is unsatisfactory. We shall transcribe the pertinent statements. 
“Soon after this crisis the great predestination controversy broke out, 
in which Iowa at once took a definite stand against Missouri.” “Ohio 
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remained a member of this body [the Synodical Conference] until 1881, 
when it withdrew as a result of the predestination controversy.” “Prior 
to 1877 Ohio had been in full accord with Missouri and the other synods 
in the Conference on this doctrine; but when Dr. Walther in this year 
presented a series of theses on the subject before the Western District 
of his synod and was taken to task by Prof. F.A.Schmidt of the Nor- 
wegian Synod and Rev. H. Allwardt of his own synod for attempting to 
introduce a ‘new doctrine’ in the Lutheran Church, Ohio men soon began 
to take sides. The overwhelming majority sided with Schmidt and All- 
wardt, but a small minority favored Missouri. ... The synod resolved 
to withdraw from the Synodical Conference, (1) because the Missouri 
Synod had ‘set forth, and definitely adopted, a doctrine concerning elec- 
tion which we cannot accept; and (2) has definitely declared that it 
cannot confer with the majority of the delegates our districts have 
elected this year, because they have felt it their duty publicly to declare 
that the above-mentioned doctrine is Calvinizing’” “Dr. Loy, a warm 
personal friend of Charles Porterfield Krauth as well as of Dr.C.F. W. 
Walther, nevertheless kept his synod out of Krauth’s General Council 
and took it out of Walther’s Synodical Conference when they failed to 
meet the ideal of confessional Lutheranism as he conceived it.—F. W. 
Stellhorn was preeminently the theologian of the synod, its specialist on 
predestination and conversion.” “When Ohio became involved in the 
great predestination controversy with Missouri, Iowa at once openly 
and bravely stood shoulder to shoulder with Ohio.” (Pp. 45, 68, 74,79, 
80,83.) And now, on page 106: “Standing commissions have met in 
conference with similar commissions of the Missouri Synod and the 
United Lutheran Church in America. Our negotiations with the former 
by 1938 had reached the point where the general conventions of both 
bodies could officially declare that a sufficient doctrinal basis for the 
future establishment of church-fellowship has been established, and 
thus a controversy extending over a period of more than sixty years 
bids fair to come to a close.” The author fails to state anywhere the 
points at issue in this controversy. Any future student of church history 
will not know, from the perusal of this book, what is what. The author 
should have demanded five more pages on which to discuss this most 
important matter. 

And then this further statement on the same page: “Our commission 
negotiating with representatives of the United Lutheran Church has 
likewise come to an agreement with them, and their joint report will 
no doubt be submitted to the general conventions of both church-bodies 
in 1940 for final action.” TH. ENGELDER 


The German Church on the American Frontier. A Study in the Rise of 
Religion among the Germans of the West. Based on the history of 
the Evangelischer Kirchenverein des Westens (Evangelical Church 
Society of the West), 1840—1866. By Carl. E. Schneider, Eden 
Theological Seminary, St. Louis, Mo. Eden Publishing House, 
St. Louis, Mo. 1939. 579 pages. Price, $4.50. 

This is a valuable and interesting book, in which the author, pro- 
fessor of Church History at Eden Theological Seminary, Webster Groves, 
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Mo., sketches the history of the Kirchenverein from its earliest be- 
ginnings to the time when the name of the organization was changed 
to Deutsche Evangelische Synode des Westens in 1866. The title of the 
book must therefore be limited in the light of the subtitle; yet, with 
certain modifications, the author is right when he says (p. 464): “The 
story of the religious development among these new European groups... 
might equally have been fitted into the frame of almost any of the 
German denominations arising in the West during the early part of the 
nineteenth century. From whatever other perspective this study might 
have been undertaken, however, the essential picture of German religious 
and ecclesiastical conditions prevailing in the West at this time remains 
unchanged.” So this book is valuable for the study of the early history 
of our own Church in this country as well, though the work of the 
Missouri Synod is rarely mentioned; this is perhaps natural since the 
confessional stand taken by the founders of our Synod and those of the 
Kirchenverein were so different that they mutually excluded each other 
and attracted and held religiously different classes of people. Yet our 
fathers worked under exactly the same conditions that are here de- 
scribed; both organizations had their beginning in Missouri, in the neigh- 
borhood of St. Louis. Hence the first hundred pages of this book, in 
which “the German and American Background and the Religious Origins 
among the Germans in the West” are described, are illuminating for the 
early history of our Synod. Moreover, the interest of the author is his- 
torical; not that he at all hides his religious convictions and ideals, with 
which we, of course, do not agree; but the emphasis is historical. The 
text is well annotated; in fact, half of the book consists of footnotes, with 
citation of many references in the original text, and an appendix of his- 
torical documents filling 39 pages of close print; all of which adds greatly 
to its value. An index of 47 pages, double column, completes the work. — 
Both the author and Eden Publishing House are to be complimented on 
the courage shown in the publication of a historical volume of this size! 
THEO. HOYER 

Lodges Examined by the Bible. By John R. Rice, D.D. Fundamental 

Truth Publishers, Findlay, O. 109 pages, 542x7%. Price, 35 cts. 


The contents of this excellent witness against antichristian lodges 
appeared first in the author’s periodical The Sword of the Lord; but the 
nine addresses were so very favorably received that the writer was 
encouraged to publish them in brochure form. Here indeed is an excel- 
lent testimony against lodges, which pastors and laymen would do well 
to read and distribute among such as either are lodge-members already 
or are tempted to join a lodge. The author knows of what he is speak- 
ing, for he himself (as also his father, formerly a Baptist minister, but 
later a blinded lodge promoter) was a member of the lodge. Why he 
left the lodge and why also other Christians should leave the lodge is 
convincingly and appealingly set forth in the stirring nine chapters of 
the book, in which the writer shows that Scripture condemns the lodge, 
that Christians must not take the blasphemous oaths of lodges, that the 
lodge religion is pagan, that it rejects salvation by faith in the blood of 
Christ, that lodges are a swindle, that lodge oaths are not binding, and 
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that Christians must “come out from among them and be separate.” 
Dr. Rice’s testimony against the lodge is a new valuable contribution 
toward the antilodge literature which earnest Christians in many denom- 
inations have published in our country in various forms for many years. 
The reviewer is convinced that great blessings will come from its 
perusal. J. THEODORE MUELLER 


The Ancient Stones Cry Out. By Peyton Enniss. Biblical Treasures, 
74 Trinity Place, New York. 124 pages, 5x7%4. 

This is an excellent summary of the latest archeological finds, show- 
ing their apologetic value for the Christian student of the Bible. The 
writer describes himself as a lecturer, traveler, columnist, archeologist, 
and Biblical authority, and certainly he has succeeded very well in 
presenting the high spots of the latest archeological discoveries to prove 
that “Thy Word is truth,” a statement with which the book closes. At 
times he seems to exaggerate the strictly scientific value of the archeo- 
logical finds and to attempt to prove too much. But in general his 
statements are true, and the pages are so very heavily packed with 
archeological facts that we cordially recommend this interesting and 
instructive archeological apologetic to our pastors, parochial-school 
teachers, Sunday-school teachers, and all who may wish to teach others 
how the stones are crying out on behalf of the truth and dependability 
of the Holy Bible. J. THEODORE MUELLER 


The Harmony of Science and Scripture. By Harry Rimmer, D.D., Se. D. 
John Laurence Frost Memorial Fund. 296 pages, 544x7%4. 


Modern Science and the Genesis Record. By Harry Rimmer, D.D., Sc. D. 
John Laurence Frost Memorial Fund. 376 pages, 544x734. 


Internal Evidence of Inspiration. By Harry Rimmer, D.D., Sc.D. John 
Laurence Frost Memorial Fund. 244 pages, 544x734. 


Dead Men Tell Tales. By Harry Rimmer, D.D., Sc.D. John Laurence 
Frost Memorial Fund. 352 pages, 544x7%4. 


The four books listed above are from the pen of the well-known 
fundamentalist and apologist, whose work in defense of the Bible has 
given him national prominence. The Lutheran pastor may derive much 
benefit from the reading of these books, even though they do not quite 
reach the depth which we would desire for advanced theological work. 
It is unfortunate that in one instance Dr. Rimmer has fallen into a serious 
error, namely, by adopting a theory of an original creation differing 
from the six-day creation spoken of in Gen. 1 and 2. It is clear from 
Ex. 20:11 that the theory as held by fundamentalists of this group is 
untenable. Bible theologians cannot afford to make any concessions 
to unbelief in any form. P. E. KRETZMANN 


Christian Religious Education, Principles and Practice. By Prof. 
Austen K. de Blois, Ph.D., D.D., LL.D., and Donald R. Gorham, 
Ph. D., D.R.E. 385 pages, 542x814. Fleming H. Revell Company, 
New York. Price, $3.00. 
This book is the outcome of the combined efforts of Dr. Austen K. 
de Blois, former president of the Eastern Baptist Theological Seminary, 
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and Dr. Donald R. Gorham, instructor at the same institution. It aims 
to satisfy “the need for a comprehensive treatment of the whole program 
of Christian religious education.” Since it is based on actual experience 
in the classroom, the authors “are assured that the subject-matter of the 
book exactly corresponds to the needs of the present-day student group.” 
The book offers chapters on the history, the psychology, the aims, the 
methods, the curriculum, and the agencies of Christian religious edu- 
cation. Some forty-five pages are devoted to the history of education 
in ancient and modern times. One cannot expect detailed reference to 
all the educational agencies in the various churches and denominations. 
Yet it seems strange that educational agencies of real value are not even 
mentioned. Luther’s efforts are mentioned on pages 36 and 37, and two 
quotations cited from his classic Letter to the Mayors and Aldermen in 
Behalf of Christian Schools. Yet the only references to Christian edu- 
cation within the Lutheran Church are the statements that a Lutheran 
Sunday-school Board was organized in 1930 (p.286), a brief reference 
to a week-day church-school in operation in Christ Lutheran Church in 
New York City since 1906 (to 1907), and to the reading of a paper by 
Dr. Wenner in 1905 proposing a plan of week-day religious education 
(pp. 301, 302). Twice the Luther League is listed among other young 
people’s societies. Not a word about the Walther League with its 80,000 
members and its educational program for adolescents second to none. 
Not a syllable about the splendid parochial-school system of the Lu- 
theran Church, though this Church has from the early settlements of 


Swedish colonies to the present day made the Christian training of its 
children and young people one of its chief objects. Not a reference to 
the various normal schools supported to the present day within the 
Lutheran Church. We hope that Dr. Beck’s treatise on Lutheran Ele- 
mentary Schools in the United States will help to dissipate the wide- 
spread ignorance concerning this important educational agency. 


While the book offers many valuable suggestions on methods, cur- 
riculum, agencies, etc., it can hardly be called a text-book on Christian 
religious education. One rejoices to read the authors’ noble confession: 
“In all avenues of human life and action Jesus Christ is the incomparable 
Leader and the infallible Guide. Not for one moment do we yield our 
faith in Him as ‘the only-begotten Son of God, as our divine Redeemer, 
as our incarnate, atoning, and risen Lord and Savior,’ when we speak 
of Him here as also the Supreme Educator. In all realms of thought 
and feeling and practical activity He is ‘the chiefest among ten thou- 
sand,’ and ‘He is altogether lovely.’ Nevertheless, it is now our specific 
enterprise to consider His place as Teacher and Educator.” Yet what 
is one to think of the following record of “the principles which bear the 
seal and superscripture over Christ’s teaching” on Christian education? 
Here is the record: 

“There is one God, and only one. 

“God is personal. 

“The one personal God is Creator, Preserver, Father, Redeemer, and 
Friend. 
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“God loves every child of His creation and His care. 

“Man may discover God and hold fellowship with Him. 

“Fellowship with God means the attainment of righteous character, 
the ultimate aim of human striving. 

“Sin destroys the possibility of fellowship with God. 

“God overcomes the power of sin through the giving of Himself, in the 
person of His Son, as an atoning sacrifice. 

“Thus God reconciles man to Himself, reestablishes man’s fellowship 
with Him, and makes possible the attainment of righteous character. 

“The means to these ends are repentance, faith, and an obedience 
born of repentance and faith. 

“The soul of man is immortal, and its destiny is determined by its 
fellowship with God or by its alienation from Him. 

“The righteous character of the redeemed man expresses itself in 
a growing fellowship with God, in loving and understanding sympathy 
for others, and in sacrificial service in their behalf. 

“The Holy Spirit moves in the soul of the redeemed man, comforting 
him, strengthening him, enlightening him, and guiding him into all 
the truth.” 

We fail to find in this record a clear reference to the Trinity in 
spite of Christ’s utterance Matt.28:19. There is not a word about 
original sin, total depravity, though Christ said: Matt. 15:18,19. There is 
not a syllable on the vicarious atonement rendered in the place of the 
guilty sinner by Christ, his Substitute, though Christ said: Matt. 20:28. 
Again, is the attainment of righteous character actually the ultimate 
aim of human striving? Christ thinks otherwise, Mark 7:21. Christ uses 
the word redeemed in a sense altogether different from that of the 
author. Christ’s redemption is universal, John12:47. The author re- 
stricts it, in the manner of Calvinism, to men having a righteous char- 
acter and possessing the Holy Spirit. And while the author tells us 
that the Holy Spirit moves in the soul of the redeemed man, Christ 
restricts the gift of the Holy Spirit to men regenerated by water and 
the spirit, John 3:1-16. 

In our day the Christian religion is a stumbling-block and foolish- 
ness not only to Jews and Greeks, heathen, but, sad to say, also to 
many who lay claim to the Christian name. And the warning of Paul 
to Timothy is timely, particularly in our day: “Keep that which is 
committed to thy trust, avoiding profane and vain babblings and oppo- 
sitions of science falsely so called, which some professing have erred 
concerning the faith,” 1 Tim. 6:20, 21. Tu. LAETScH 


The Lutheran Elementary School: An Interpretation. By Paul Bretscher. 
Board of Christian Education of the Northern Illinois District. 
Price, 10 cts., postpaid. 

This pamphlet is one of the finest and most comprehensive exposi- 
tions of the philosophy of education as held by our Church. The 
arguments are so ably and comprehensively presented that every Lu- 
theran pastor will want to have them at hand always in order to promote 
the cause of true Christian training. P. E. KRETZMANN 





